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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study is to investigate and analyze 
the factors affecting faculty job satisfaction and dissatis­
faction at two selected universities in Thailand. A review 
of Thai literature has indicated that there are a limited 
number of studies available to researchers with reference 
to the area of investigation. Relatively few studies have 
had as their main concern the morale of teachers at school 
or college levels. 
In the United States, job satisfaction and dissatis­
faction has been subject of more than 3>350 articles, books, 
and dissertations (Locke, 1976). Yet, despite this vast 
output, many researchers are dissatisfied with the progress 
that has been made in understanding job satisfaction. For 
decades, researchers have tried to understand employee morale 
and to establish relationships between job satisfaction and 
productivity, absenteeism, and other independent variables 
(Cohen, 1974). While the concept of job satisfaction and 
its causes and effects have been studied in a great variety 
of organizational settings, few studies have been pursued 
in institutions of higher education. During the past few 
years, there are some improvements in the faculty job satis­
faction area (Neumann, 1978). This may be caused by the 
fact that faculty members do not tend to consider themselves 
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as workers; therefore, the literature of business and indus­
try for models or theories to use in describing the activi­
ties is not applicable to them. Another reason may be that 
the number of scholarly publications produced by faculty 
members and the number of hours per week spent in teaching 
can be counted, but the quality of the production is diffi­
cult to ascertain and almost impossible to attribute to any 
type of industrial organizational environment (Cohen, 197^). 
Still, job satisfaction and dissatisfaction in institutions 
of higher education and problems of imprecise dependent 
variables should not be overlooked by researchers. 
In Thailand, with an expansion of the industrial sec­
tors, many teaching staff have resigned to assume jobs in 
industry (Pasuwan, 1972). It seems clear that faculty 
members have left the institution or have transferred from 
one institution to another because of circumstances over 
which the institution had no control. For example, a facul­
ty member may seek to gain meaningful experience in the 
next job. Another may want to be mobile only as a result 
of a better offer, but not as a result of dissatisfaction 
with his current job. However, some faculty members have 
left because of institution failure to exercise control in 
job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Good administrators 
must realize that a high rate of turnover of faculty mem­
bers would undoubtedly result in a faculty of limited 
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commitment, ineffective curriculum development, and faculty 
unrest. It can be costly both to the reputation of the 
college and to the well-being of the students (Nicholson 
and Mil jus, 1972). 
The literature indicates that job satisfaction is a 
prerequisite to long tenure and good performance, and hence 
to institutional effectiveness (Wood, 1976). Therefore, 
it seems wise to identify factors that affect job satisfac­
tion and dissatisfaction of the faculty members in order 
to determine whether any problem areas exist. Following 
the findings, the institution should be able to remedy prob­
lems and provide opportunities for faculty advancement and 
promotion. 
Statement of Purposes 
The purpose of this study is to determine whether or not 
selected factors are related to faculty job satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction at two selected universities in Thailand. 
It is an attempt to find out how faculty members feel about 
their jobs. What pleases them in their work? What are 
the intrinsic rewards they attain? What brings dissatisfac­
tion or tends to frustrate them? Knowledge of such factors 
may be used in the following manner; 
1. As a managerial guide for administrators in area 
of faculty retention. If certain factors appear to be re­
lated to the formation of positive job attitudes, institu-
u 
tional administrators can manipulate the environments in 
such a manner as to promote a reasonably high level of job 
satisfaction. 
2. To provide relevant information for influencing 
prospective students to consider careers in university 
teaching, research and administration. 
3" To provide insight into those variables associated 
with the formation of job satisfaction attitudes of Thai 
faculty members. 
4. To provide an awareness of factors associated with 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction which may help staff re­
cruitment. 
In developing the theoretical framework, this research­
er has elected to deal with the Herzberg Two-factor Theory 
of job satisfaction (Herzberg et al. 1959)' In this regard, 
the study draws 10 major factors corresponding to job sat­
isfaction and dissatisfaction in the Herzberg Two-factor 
Theory to determine whether or not such selected factors are 
related to job satisfaction of Thai faculty members. 
Therefore, this study is an attempt to answer the 
following questions: 
1. Do the selected factors measure job satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction of Thai faculty members in the two 
selected universities? 
2. What are the characteristics of those most satisfied 
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and the least satisfied groups? 
3. Are Thai faculty members in significant agreement 
on the factors measuring their job satisfaction and dissat­
isfaction? 
4. Is the pattern of job attitudes of Thai faculty 
members similar to the pattern found in the Herzberg job 
satisfaction model? 
5. Is it possible to speculate that the two-factor 
theory is adaptable to the teaching staff in institutions of 
higher education in Thailand? 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic assumptions for this study include the 
following: 
1. There are certain factors that relate to the em­
ployment of faculty members that affect their job satis­
faction. 
2. The sample of 300 faculty members is representa­
tive of the population of faculty members in the two se­
lected Thai universities. 
3. Because data used in this study were collected 
through a survey questionnaire completed by faculty members 
in the sample, it is assumed that respondents were truthful 
in expressing attitudes towards their jobs. 
4. Faculty members are more effective and productive 
if they are satisfied with their jobs. 
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5. The value of the findings will be increased con­
siderably if the factors that cause dissatisfaction can be 
improved or eliminated and the factors that increase facul­
ty job satisfaction can be maintained in the two institu­
tions . 
Definition of Terms 
Terms used in this study and the data collection 
instrument are defined as follows: 
Job Satisfaction - Morale; A number of Thai investi­
gations carried on in the field were concerned with what 
was tentatively called job satisfaction. But many research­
ers use this term interchangeably with morale. 
Job Satisfaction: The condition of contentment with 
one's work and its environment, denoting a favorable view­
point of the individual toward the work role he/she pres­
ently occupies. This term is used interchangeably with 
job attitudes since both refer to the affective orientation 
of the individual toward the work role he/she is occupying. 
Job Dissatisfaction: The condition of contenment with 
one's work and its environment, denoting an unfavorable 
viewpoint of the individual toward the work role he/she 
currently occupies. 
Motivator Factors : Those factors that are inside, or 
a part of the actual job task or derive from performance of 
the job, i.e., achievement, recognition, growth, responsibil­
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ity, and the work itself. This term is used interchangeably 
with intrinsic job factors. 
Hygiene Factors : Factors that are a part of the job 
environment or the context within which the work is per­
formed, i.e., interpersonal relations, organizational policy 
and administration, working conditions, supervision, and 
salary. This term is used interchangeably with extrinsic 
job factors. 
Achievement ; To complete a job successfully, to expe­
rience a personal success, to experience solution of a 
difficult problem. 
Growth : To move upward within the organization or to 
advance one's own skills in the profession. 
Interpersonal Relations: To experience either satis­
fying or dissatisfying social interactions with people in 
the performance of one's job. 
Organizational Policy and Administration: The rules, 
regulations, and operating procedures under which one works. 
Recognition : To be singled out for praise for a job 
well done. 
Responsibility : To refer to satisfaction or lack of 
it derived from the level of responsibility and authority 
given to a person. 
The Work Itself; To like or dislike the actual tasks 
involved in performing the job. 
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Working Conditions; The physical conditions or facil­
ities in which and with which faculty members work. 
Supervision : The competence of the supervisor and his/ 
her willingness to delegate responsibility and authority 
and to train subordinates. 
Salary: The amount stated in one's contract or all 
sequence of events in which compensation plays a role. 
Overall Satisfaction: The objective rating given by 
a faculty members as to his/her total satisfaction in his/ 
her present position. 
Independent or Personal Variables: The variables re­
late to characteristics and aspects of the individual fac­
ulty member, i.e., age, sex, marital status, and highest 
level of formal education attained. 
Limitations of the Study 
The conclusion of this study can not be generalized 
to all faculty members across Thailand. The conclusions 
will be restricted to the two universities from which the 
sample is drawn. Some other limitations include: 
1. The study is limited to 300 full-time faculty 
members of two universities in Thailand during the first 
semester of the academic year 1979-80. 
2. The factors used in the analysis to determine those 
that measure faculty job satisfaction are limited to the 
factors that were included in the questionnaire instrument. 
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3. Special consideration should be given to the fact 
that the questionnaire instrument was originally constructed 
for use in the United States. It is possible that some of 
the items in the instrument may have different connotations 
in the two countries although the translation is correct. 
Therefore, the findings of this study were based on the 
Thai version of the questionnaire. 
Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
1. There are no significant differences among faculty 
members of different age levels regarding the factors measur­
ing their job satisfaction. 
2. There is no significant difference between male and 
female faculty members regarding the factors measuring their 
job satisfaction. 
3. There is no significant difference between married 
and unmarried faculty members regarding the factors measur­
ing their job satisfaction. 
4. There are no significant differences among faculty 
members with different number of years of service regarding 
the factors measuring their job satisfaction. 
5. There are no significant differences among faculty-
members with different levels of formal education regarding 
the factors measuring their job satisfaction. 
6. There is no significant difference between faculty 
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members engaged in teaching and research, and faculty members 
engaged in academic administration regarding the factors 
measuring their job satisfaction. 
7. There are no significant differences among faculty 
members of different academic ranks regarding the factors 
measuring their job satisfaction. 
Organization of the Study 
The report of this study is organized in the following 
manner : Chapter I presents a statement of the problem, a 
statement of purposes, definitions of terms, limitation of 
the study, and hypotheses. Chapter II reviews literature 
and research findings to be most relevant to the present 
study. Chapter III presents a detailed explanation of the 
procedures used for collecting the data, selecting the sample, 
and analyzing the data. Chapter IV gives the analysis of 
the data resulting from the questionnaire and the statisti­
cal treament of these data in both descriptive and tabular 
forms. The final chapter. Chapter V, contains a summariza­
tion of the findings of this study with the conclusions and 
suggestions for further research based on the findings. 
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CHAPTER II. 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to review literature 
related to factors affecting job satisfaction of faculty 
members both in the United States and Thailand. Because few 
studies have been concerned directly with factors or aspects 
affecting faculty job satisfaction, it may be necessary in 
many cases to cite research of other groups for findings 
which may have relevance to faculty members. 
The review is intended to include the job satisfaction 
literature appearing in Frederick Herzberg's first publication. 
Herzberg et al.(1957) undertook an extensive review of the 
literature which appeared prior to 1957' Although the publi­
cation is not involved directly with faculty job satisfaction, 
it appears to combine job satisfaction literature up to 1957 
which is a relevant source to the researcher in development 
of his theoretical framework for research in this area. 
In summary, the literature review will be arranged in the 
following sequence; (1) studies related to the conceptual 
framework of job satisfaction, (2) studies related to the 
relationships between some independent variables and level 
of job satisfaction, (3) studies on related factors affecting 
job satisfaction of American faculty members, and (4) studies 
on related factors affecting job satisfaction of Thai school 
teachers, college and university faculty members. 
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Conceptual Framework of Job Satisfaction 
This section is an attempt to examine the conceptual 
framework of job satisfaction in terms of basic psycholgical 
theories. Currently, there are a number of major theoretical 
positions that could be adopted relative to the job satisfac­
tion in the work environments. However, the theories dis­
cussed will include the traditional approach, two-factor 
theory, and the need hierarchy. 
The Traditional Approach 
Early research in the area of job satisfaction employed 
the traditional approach. This approach was generally pre­
dicted on the assumption that if the presence of a variable 
in the work situation leads to satisfaction, then its absence 
will lead to job dissatisfaction, and vice versa (Ewen et al. 
1966). This is the basis for the traditional theory of job 
satisfaction: it sees the individual shifting along a single 
continuum in response to changes in the job, both intrinsic 
and extrinsic to the work role. 
Thus, if money is seen as contributing to satisfaction 
more money should lead to greater satisfaction and less money 
to dissatisfaction which can be illustrated as follows: 
If a worker earns $200 a month and he gets a $4o 
increase, he will be pushed further on the satisfaction 
continuum than if he received a $20 increase. If he 
has his salary up by $20, he will accordingly be pushed 
on the continuum toward the dissatisfaction end (Behling 
et al. 1968). 
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If all other things are held constant, which is entire­
ly unfeasible, this traditional approach might be related to 
the life situation. But this approach has been challenged 
because it fails to take expectations into account about 
worker's attitudes. For example, if one expects a 8fo in­
crease in salary but receives only a 4^ increase, he may be 
pushed toward dissatisfaction even though he has received 
more pay (Cohen, 1974). 
The traditional approach has much logic but has also 
been criticized as too simplistic an approach to the problem. 
Perhaps satisfaction and dissatisfaction are not polar oppo-
sites and same factors do not propel the worker in one direc­
tion or the other. However, certain researchers still advo­
cate the traditional approach as the valid one (Hulin and 
Smith, 1967). 
Two-Factor Theory 
The findings of Herzberg and associates opened a new 
chapter in the area of job satisfaction. In 19591 Herzberg, 
Mausner, and Synderman formulated the two-factor theory of 
job satisfaction. Using the critical incident method, these 
investigators interviewed 203 engineers and accountants em­
ployed by firms in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. The research 
method included asking the individuals to describe specific 
instances when they felt exceptionally good or exceptionally 
bad about their jobs: 
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The respondent was told that he could start with 
any kind of story you like - either a time when you 
felt exceptionally good or a time when you felt 
exceptionally bad about your job, either a long-range 
sequences of events or a short-range incident. After 
the first sequence was completely explored. The 
respondent was asked for a second. This time he was 
given somewhat less freedom to choose the kind of 
story. If he was given a high, he was then asked for 
a low; if he had given a long-range sequence, he was 
asked for a short-range one (Herzberg et al. 1959)* 
Following analysis of data, Herzberg and associates 
concluded that there is one set of factors, the presence of 
which induces increased job satisfaction, but the absence 
of which does not induce job dissatisfaction; and there is 
another set of factors, the absence of which leads to job 
dissatisfaction but the presence of which does not lead to 
increased job satisfaction. Cummings and ElSalmi (I968) 
attempted to simplify the findings: 
What Herzberg is saying is that there are some 
factors that affect job attitudes only in the positive 
direction, thus leading to increased job satisfaction, 
but the absence of these factors would not necessarily 
give rise to job dissatisfaction. On the other hand, 
there are a group of factors acting as dissatisfiers 
which when absent, would lead to dissatisfaction but, 
when present, would not lead to job satisfaction. 
Herzberg et al. termed the first set of factors as 
"motivators" and the second set as "hygienes". The motiva­
tors are: recognition, achievement, advancement, responsi­
bility, and the work itself. These variables have also been 
termed intrinsic or work content variables, because they are 
all presumably derived from performance of the job itself. 
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The hygiene factors are: interpersonal relations with peers 
and supervisors, company policy and administration, superi­
or's technical competence, working conditions, and job secur­
ity. Hygiene factors have also been referred to as extrinsic 
or work-context conditions because they are all derived from 
the environment surrounding the job. Together the two sets 
of factors or conditions became well-known as "Herzberg's 
Two-factor Theory". 
The two-factor theory stimulated a number of studies, 
many of which used the critical incident techniques that 
Herzberg et al. had employed in their own studies. Some 
studies supported Herzberg's conclusions but others failed 
to replicate their findings (Cohen, 1974). A number of em­
pirical studies designed to test the validity of the two-
factor theory were published, and a heated controversy has 
developed between supporters and critics of the theory (King, 
1 9 7 6 ) .  
Some replication studies support Herzberg's conclusions 
with their own data and some show its ability,to be general­
ized to other subject population, occupations, cultures 
(Bloom and Barry, 1967; Allen, 1967» Myers, 1964). Other 
studies have attempted to relate the two-factor theory to 
various demographic variables and replicated the same find­
ings as shown in the theory (Schwartz, Jenusaitis and Stark, 
1963). In educational settings, Leon (1974) found the two-
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factor theory was applicable among college and university 
professors in his study. 
On the negative side, a major portion of the controver­
sy stems from the lack of an explicit statement of the theory 
(King, 1976). In summary, the two factor-theory has been 
criticized on four basic categories: 
1. The theory is bound to one methodology. The theory 
works well when the "Critical Incident" is employed, but is 
not so readily replicated when a structured questionnaire 
approach and factor analysis techniques are used (Ewen, 1964; 
Lindsay, Marks, and Gorlow, I967). House and Wigdor (I967) 
reached conclusions contradictory to the two-factor theory 
when different research strategies were employed. 
2. The methodology is weak. There is a lack of valid­
ity of the raw data obtained when the critical incident meth­
od is employed (Lindsay, Marks, and Gorlow, I967) and such 
data may reflect subject's defensiveness (Vroom, 1964; Schnei­
der and Locke, 1971)» The method, when employed alone, is 
biased because it is easy for respondents to recall incidents 
in which they felt good as being brought on by their own 
accomplishments (i.e., promotions, achievement, etc.) but 
difficult to recall those which follow no achievement (House 
and Wigdor, 1967; Ewen, 1964). 
3. Both motivators and hygienes can cause either sat­
isfaction and dissatisfaction. The two sets of factors are 
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not unidimensional but contribute to both satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction (Wolf, I967). Ewen et al. (I966) found that 
motivators were more strongly related to both overall satis­
faction and overall dissatisfaction than the hygienes. 
Lahiri and Srivastva (I967) indicated that motivators also 
can act as dissatisfiers but to a lesser extent than as 
satisfiers; and hygienes act more as satisfiers than as 
dissatisfiers. Dunnette et al. (1967) found that recogni­
tion, a motivator, was the third most common cause of dissat­
isfaction. 
4. The theory is too rigid, oversimplified and con­
trived and does not take enough individual differences into 
consideration (Lahiri and Srivastva, I967). There is much 
more to job satisfaction than merely two sets of factors. 
For example, Robinson et al. (I966) reported a study showing 
that satisfaction increased with age up to certain level. 
It seems clear that the validity of the two-factor 
theory presented above remains a highly controversial topic. 
As Behling et al. (I968) observe, "research using the 
Herzberg's critical incident method gives result supporting 
the Herzberg duality". And that "research using other 
methods of gathering data produces results which conflict 
with the Herzberg approach and support a uniscalar theory 
of job satisfaction". 
In summary, although the two-factor theory may have 
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detractors, it does seem useful to test this theory in an 
institution of higher learning as a means of learning more 
about faculty members and the university as a work environ­
ment. If the two-factor theory holds, then satisfaction 
should be related to intrinsics while dissatisfaction should 
be associated with factors of the environment extrinsic to 
the faculty members. 
The Need Hierarchy 
An important weakness of the two-factor theory is its 
lack of flexibility in explaining differences in individual 
personality needs. Some studies suggest that job satisfac­
tion can be estimated directly from the measurement of 
varying degrees of need satisfaction (Blai, I963; Kuhlen, 
1976). 
Because of these results, a number of need theories 
appeared operative as a fertile ground for explanation. 
The "need hierarchy" theory of A. H. Maslow became one of 
the most significant in job satisfaction studies. Maslow 
(1970) proposed the idea that an individual's needs develop 
in a sequence from "lower order" to "higher order" needs. 
The hierarchy he posited consisted of five plateaus: First, 
physiological needs; second, safety and security needs; 
third, social-affection needs; fourth, esteem needs; and 
finally, self-actualization needs. Only after the lower 
needs are satisfied does a person become concerned with 
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fulfilling the higher order needs, since it is only the 
unfulfilled needs which motivate the individual. Prien, 
Barrett, and Svetlik (I967), in pointing to the most general 
application of the concept in relation to work, stated that: 
The traditional view that man works only because 
of necessity to survive must give way to the view 
that work itself is or can be rewarding, 
As applied to the work place, the theory implies that 
work may be able to fulfill needs higher than those that are 
merely physiological. 
In support of the need hierarchy approach, many 
studies have found that self-actualization and autonomy, or 
the highest need categories, were felt to be most important 
and least fulfilled across most levels of management (Porter, 
1963). It was also found that job security is a major 
concern of all groups of workers (Dufty, I967). Both of 
these ideas are consistent with Maslow's theory since only 
a few groups seem to have fulfilled the highest needs 
whereas all are concerned with the more basic. 
The need hierarchy theory has been useful to the under­
standing of behavior in the work environment. In a broad 
sense, the theory indicates that the satisfied employee 
has a greater probability of attaining self-actualization 
and mental health than the dissatisfied employee. By impli­
cation,» it becomes necessary for organizations to find 
ways of satisfying both lower and higher level needs by 
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providing the employee with opportunity for growth and 
responsibility. 
However, the needs may not always occur in order with 
clear distinction between the various levels (Hodgetts, 1975)* 
From the hierarchy point of view, some needs are, to some 
extent, difficult to categorize. For example, money could 
either be used to buy food and clothing thereby fulfilling 
one's physiological need or be used as a means to obtaining 
one's status and recognition which can gratify one's social 
and esteem needs (Sutermeister, 1976). In the previous 
empirical studies, using Maslow's framework, the findings 
do not generally support Maslow's claims (Hall and Nougaim, 
1968). On the contrary, in review of research on the need 
hierarchy theory, Wahba and Bridwell (I976) found only partial 
support for the concept of need hierarchy. Some of Maslow's 
propositions are totally rejected, while other received 
mixed and questionable support (Wahba and Bridwell, I976). 
In view of job satisfaction, a number of studies attempt 
to synthesize the conceptual frameworks used by both Maslow 
and Herzberg (Lahiri and Srivastva, 1967; Ewen, 1964). 
This is due to the fact that the extrinsic or hygiene factors 
of Herzberg related directly to Maslow's lower-order needs 
and the intrinsic or motivator factors were more closely 
with higher-order needs. Such a synthesis of the two con­
ceptual frameworks appears to point in the direction of a 
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more workable and realistic pattern of job satisfaction. 
It is hoped that such an approach may provide more 
insight into the problems being studied. 
Studies Related to the Relationship 
Between Some Independent Variables and Level 
of Job Satisfaction 
Some researchers have reported there are many indepen-
variables such as sex, marital status, age, education, 
number of years employed which have been significantly 
correlated with job satisfaction. In an attempt to identify 
factors affecting job satisfaction, one has to realize the 
significance of personal as well as organizational factors. 
In this section, some independent variables will be examined 
in order to construct research hypotheses. 
Age and Job Satisfaction 
Herzberg et al. (1957) reviewed 23 studies in the 
analysis of the change in job attitudes with changing age. 
In 17 out of 23 studies on the job satisfaction of workers 
at various age levels, they found the following U-shaped 
curve : 
Morale is high when people start their first job; 
it goes down during the nexc few years, and remains 
at a relatively low level; when workers are in their 
late twenties or early thirties morale begins to rise. 
This rise continues through the remainder of the 
working career in most cases. 
This U-shaped model was not supported by Hulin and 
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Smith (1965). who found that age has a positive monotonie 
relationship to job satisfaction. However, a slight modi­
fication of the model was proposed by Saleh and Otis (1976). 
For managerial employees, they found that job satisfaction 
increased up to sixty years and then declined with approach­
ing retirement. Their explanation was that the increase 
until about age of 60 was seen as the general adjustment to 
life. The decline between the age of 60 and 65 was partial­
ly due to decline in physical health, but mainly to the 
blockage of channels for self-actualization and psychologi­
cal growth (Saleh and Otis, 1976). Nevertheless, it should 
be emphasized that most of the above cited studies concerned 
blue and white collar workers in industrial settings. 
In educational institutions, a number of studies found 
significant relationships between job satisfaction and age. 
Spraque (1974), in his study of job satisfaction of universi­
ty faculty, reported a positive relationship between age of 
faculty and employee job satisfaction. Earlier research 
findings of employee satisfaction in the North Carolina 
community college system supported the association between 
job satisfaction and faculty age (Rollins, 1973). Probe 
(1971) also reported significant relationship between teach­
er job satisfaction and age. 
In a Thai study of morale of university personnel, 
Petput (1971) also reported an increase in job satisfaction 
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of teaching and support staff as age increased. Panmuk 
(1975). in his investigation of factors in motivating agri­
culture teachers to work in the secondary schools in Thailand, 
found positive relationship between age of teachers and job 
satisfaction, particularly with respect to supervision re­
ceived . 
Sex and Job Satisfaction 
The male-female differential in job satisfaction has 
some interesting results. Of 21 studies reviewed by Herzberg 
et al. (1957)» 6 of the studies found women to be more satis­
fied than men; 3 of them showed women were less satisfied 
than men; and 5 of them showed no difference between men and 
women. Herzberg and associates concluded that the studies 
comparing men and women in job satisfaction did not lead to 
any simple conclusions about such differences. Hulin and 
Smith (1976), from a sample of 295 male and I63 female work­
ers drawn from 4 different plants, found that males were more 
satisfied than female counterparts. Kuhlen (1976) reported 
males and females require different satisfactions from their 
job. 
The relationships found in educational settings support 
the findings of Herzberg and associates in terms of no clear-
cut pattern. Some studies revealed significant differences 
between job satisfaction and sex (Parker, 1974; and Hafen, 
1971). Parker (1974) reported the significant differences 
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between job satisfaction and sex of elementary school teach­
ers. Spraque (1974) found no difference between job satis­
faction and sex in his study of university faculty members. 
Merrill (1970) disclosed female teachers and principals were 
more satisfied in their jobs than their male colleagues. 
In Thailand, Petput (1971) also disclosed in his study 
cited earlier that Thai female university personnel tended 
to be more satisfied than their male counterparts. However, 
this was not the case for school teachers in Bangkok and 
Northeastern Region of Thailand in which a study showed no 
difference between sex and level of job satisfaction 
(Chatatrakul, 1972). 
Marital Status and Job Satisfaction 
A number of studies on how job attitudes are related 
to marital status does not permit clear-cut conclusions to 
be drawn. Of 12 studies reviewed by Herzberg et al. (1957)» 
3 studies found married workers to be more satisfied than 
unmarried; one of them showed unmarried workers were more 
satisfied than married; and 8 of them showed no difference 
between married and unmarried workers in job attitudes. 
In the educational institution, Lacy (I969) investigated 
factors that affect job satisfaction of public high school 
business teachers in Ohio. Among the findings, she reported 
no difference was shown in job attitudes between married 
and unmarried teachers. However, Becvar (I970) reported 
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different findings of first-year teachers with respect to 
job attitudes. It was found that married first-year teachers 
were more satisfied than unmarried peers (Becvar, 1970). 
In a Thai study cited earlier, Petput (I97I) summarized 
in his findings that no significant relationship was found 
between marital status and job satisfaction of Thai universi­
ty personnel in his investigation. This seems to be contra­
dictory to the findings of school teachers in Thailand. 
Two studies conducted by Yotakong (1976) and Panmuk (1975) 
reported positive relationship between marital status and 
job satisfaction of Thai teachers in their population. 
Length of Service and Job Satisfaction 
Herzberg et al. (1957) reviewed I7 studies to determine 
how job attitudes were related to length of service with the 
organization. Of these, 8 studies disclosed the same trend 
as studies relating to change in morale to age. Seven were 
not definite in their results. In all cases the problem 
under study was how a worker felt about his job versus how 
long he had been on that job. Herzberg and associates 
summarized the seventeen studies by making observation that: 
These studies show the following trend: workers 
begin with high morale which drops during the first 
year of service and remains low for a number of years. 
As service increases, morale tends to go up. 
Later research tended to support this point of view. 
For example, O'Reilly and Roberts (1975), in their study of 
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individual differences in personality, reported job satis­
faction was significantly related to job tenure. 
Thus far, no studies have been located which examined 
the length of service in relation to job satisfaction of 
American college and university faculty, but a number of 
studies of nonuniversity teachers confirmed that this 
variable is positively related. Lacy (I969) found that 
there was a significant relationship between level of job 
satisfaction of business teachers and length of service with 
the educational institution. Probe (I97I) reported similar 
finding in his investigation of the relationship between 
public school teacher job satisfaction and selected personal 
characteristics. 
As for the Thai studies, Petput (1971) supported the 
findings of positive relationship between job satisfaction 
and length of service. In other words, the longer the Thai 
university personnel were on the jobs, the more satisfied 
they were with their work. 
Education and Job Satisfaction 
Herzberg et al. (1957) reported I3 studies relating 
education to job attitudes. Of these studies, 3 studies 
showed an increase in morale with increase education; 
another 5 showed the higher these workers' educational level, 
the lower their morale; and the remaining studies showed no 
differences in job attitudes among workers differing in 
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education. Williamson and Karras (I970) asked 34 female 
clerical workers to rank 10 job characteristics taken from 
the Herzberg Two-factor Theory. The findings indicated that 
the female group with college educations ranked motivators 
significantly higher for self-actualization than those of 
female clerical workers without a college education. Klein 
and Maher (1976) conducted a study of first-level managers 
in an electronics manufacturing population. Among the con­
clusions, they reported college educated managers to be less 
satisfied with pay compared to a noncollege education group. 
This finding may not be generalized to nonmanagerial groups, 
where the study of England and Stein (1976) showed higher 
education level to be related positively to job satisfaction. 
In the educational institution, Varley (1973) reported 
the results of his study of 4^6 teachers in l4 metropolitan 
high schools that teachers who graduated from teachers' col­
leges were relatively satisfied with their work. Hollon and 
Gremmill (1976) conducted a study of 321 full-time teaching 
professionals in 7 two-year public community colleges. They 
disclosed that female teaching professionals reportedly ex­
perience less overall job satisfaction than their male col­
leagues . 
Petput (1971) also found Thai university personnel with 
higher level of education were more satisfied in their jobs 
than their peers at lower levels of educational background. 
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Academic Responsibility and Job Satisfaction 
This is an attempt to determine whether or not faculty-
members who were engaged in teaching and research were less 
satisfied or more satisfied that those faculty members who 
were engaged in academic administration. It was not intended 
as matter of questioning a response as to which of the typi­
cal assigned tasks, i.e., teaching, research, and academic 
administration was of more important. 
However, no guidance is found in the empirical litera­
ture on American studies with respect to the specific varia­
ble that the researcher wished to explore. Only a small 
section of the Thai study conducted by Petput (1971) focused 
on this question. Thai university personnel with teaching 
responsibility were found to be in higher morale compared 
with their colleagues who were engaged in academic adminis­
tration and support functions. 
Academic Rank and Job Satisfaction 
The relationship between rank and job satisfaction 
seems difficult to interpret. Herzberg et al. (195?) have 
indicated that one unequivocal fact emerged from their 
studies included a wide range of occupations ranging from 
unskilled laborers through professional and managerial posi­
tions. Herzberg and associates concluded that there is good 
support for the assumption that job satisfaction increases 
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as the employee takes an increased responsibility and author­
ity in the organization. 
In the academic instituion, Field (I966), in his 
study of satisfaction and dissatisfaction of University of 
Wisconsin faculty members by campus location, reported that 
associate professors comprised the most dissatisfied aca­
demic rank among the sample. 
Studies on Related Factors 
Affecting Job Satisfaction of American 
Faculty Members 
Studies related to this topic have apparently reflected 
different populations and sample sizes, and diverse varia­
bles. However, comparison of the findings of this study 
with studies of a similar nature may provide a basis on 
which to draw general conclusions regarding factors affect­
ing the faculty job satisfaction in general and the selected 
Thai universities in particular. 
Field and Giles (1977) investigated the dimension of 
faculty members' sensitivity to job satisfaction items. 
The population of the study were 888 full-time teaching 
faculty members of a large, southeastern university who were 
randomly selected from the university's personnel roster. 
Based upon 52 percent response rate, the results revealed 
that faculty members' sensitivity of job satisfaction items 
centered primarily in their concern with extrinsic job 
factors, department head action, and promotion and salary. 
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Such findings might be turned out as a result of organiza­
tional setting where job satisfaction seemed relatively high. 
Neumann (1978) also attempted to examine the relation­
ship between several dimensions of organizational climate and 
faculty job satisfaction in university departments by using 
data which were based on a second phase of a longitudinal 
study. His major conclusion was that the organizational 
climate was one of the keys leading to faculty job satisfac­
tion. 
Smart and Morstain (1975) used the Job Descriptive 
Index (JDI) developed by Smith et al. (I969) as an instrument 
for the measurement of job satisfaction among college admin­
istrators. A total of 713 questionnaires was returned from 
all members of the Association for Institutional Research 
(AIR), a return of 68 percent. This study revealed that 
college administrators whose preferred and perceived job 
responsibilities were most congruent tend to find work to 
be more challenging, fascinating, and satisfying than their 
moderate and discongruent colleagues. Congruent administra­
tors perceived their work as providing an outlet for their 
creative energies, being useful to their institutions and 
respected by their colleagues within the institutions, and 
providing a sense of accomplishment in their lives. 
Cohen (197^) employed the critical incident method in 
conducting a study of faculty job satisfaction in twelve 
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community colleges. During the summer of 1973 the author 
forwarded questionnaires to 57 instructors at a small college 
in Southern California; 19 instructors at nine colleges in 
an Eastern State, and l46 instructors at a larger college 
in Northern California. Respondents were asked to relate 
aspects of their work that led them to feel satisfied and 
aspects that led them toward feeling dissatified. The re­
sults disclosed that more than two-thirds of the groups 
indicated they gained satisfaction from interaction with 
students. They related administration and organizational 
difficulties as leading to dissatisfaction. Thus, the 
findings supported the Herzberg Two-factor Theory. 
Wood (1973) investigated the job satisfaction/dissatis­
faction of full-time faculty in the North Carolina Community 
College System. The research instrument was developed on 
the basis of ten factors selected from the Herzberg Two-
factor Theory. The population studied was composed of full-
time faculty members representing 6 community colleges and 
11 technical institutions of the North Carolina Community 
College System; 22k faculty members in the sample population 
responded to the mailed questionnaire. Correlational coeffi­
cients and regressional analyses were used in manipulating 
the data. The findings generally supported the Herzberg Two-
factor Theory pertaining to motivator factors which were 
significantly more associated with overall job satisfaction 
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than were the hygiene factors. Among the demographic 
variables tested, age was shown to have a positive, signifi­
cant relation to total job satisfaction. 
Nicholson and Miljus (1972) conducted a study of job 
satisfaction and turnover among liberal arts college profes­
sors. During the academic year I968-69, the questionnaires 
were sent to all faculty members at twenty-one liberal arts 
colleges in Ohio, requesting both biographical data and 
attitudinal data. Faculty respondents were asked to indi­
cate, on a five point scale, how satisfied or dissatisfied 
they were with each of forty six factors of employment. 
The results indicated that, on the whole, the liberal arts 
college faculty were satisfied with conditions of employment, 
particularly the nature of their work, i.e., class size, 
courses taught, teaching load, and academic freedom. 
Congenial and competent colleagues also appeared to be a 
significant source of satisfaction for liberal arts profes­
sors . 
The study concerned with job satisfaction of faculty 
members in Florida Community Junior Colleges was conducted 
by Kurt and Mills (I968). The population used in the 
study included all part-time and full-time teachers, adminis­
trators, and counselors employed by Florida's twenty-six 
community junior colleges which had been in operation for 
one year or longer. This study was aimed to examine the 
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degree of faculty job satisfaction with respect to various 
features, activities, programs, policies, organization, 
and conditions in their own junior colleges; and to deter­
mine the characteristics, opinions, and attitudes of those 
most satisfied and most dissatisfied. Significant findings 
drawn from the study indicated that the majority of the 
faculty were relatively satisfied with their profession, 
working conditions, community, associates, and students. 
An area of dissatisfaction concerned college organization 
and administration procedures, faculty participation in 
institutional policy-formulation and decision-making, and 
adequacy of communication. 
With such a large number of studies dealing with factors 
affecting job satisfaction and dissatisfaction in recent 
years, it is necessary to summarize some of the findings 
which may relate to this study. 
Table 1. Summary of studies on factors affecting job satisfaction 
in the educational institution 

































tion, policy and 
adminis tration, 
resistance to change, 
and organizational 
failure 
Extrinsic or hygiene 
factors as defined by 
the two-factor theory 
Policy and administra­
tion, effect of job 





tion, school policies 
Achievement, responsibility, 
recognition, work itself, 
policy and administration 
Self-recognition, self-
achievement, student 
achievement, work itself, 
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Intrinsic or motivator 
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sonal relationship with 
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achievement, morale value 
Policy and administra- Work itself 
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Studies on Related Factors Affecting 
Job Satisfaction of Thai School Teachers, College and 
University Faculty Members 
Research related to factors affecting job satisfaction, 
especially of faculty members, is limited in Thailand. Most 
of what is done in the field is being conducted by graduate 
students for thesis work. Also a review will include the 
research work done by a group of faculty in Social Sciences 
College, Kasetsart University, Bangkok relative to job satis­
faction in terms of university faculty member work incentive. 
Arayasart (1975) made a study of job satisfaction of 
school and college administrators under the Department of 
Vocational Education, Thailand by developing a questionnaire 
instrument based on the Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. 
The population of this study included I36 school adminis­
trators and 27 college administrators. The results dis­
closed that both groups of school and college administrators 
were relatively satisfied in their work. When grouping and 
comparison were made, college administrators perceived 
higher level of job satisfaction than the school administra­
tors. Both groups were highly satisfied with job security, 
interpersonal relationship, responsibility, and the work 
itself. 
In a similar study, Chatatrakul (1972) examined the mo­
rale between school teachers in Bangkok and those in north­
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eastern region of Thailand. One purpose of this study was 
to determine the degree of teachers' satisfaction with re­
spect to working conditions, activities, interpersonal rela­
tionships, supervision, pay, opportunity for advancement, 
safety and social status in their employment regions. When 
comparison was made, the results indicated that school teach­
ers in the northeastern region perceived higher satisfaction 
than their peers in Bangkok in the area of interpersonal 
relationship, activities, pay. safety and social status. 
However, school teachers in Bangkok were more satisfied with 
working conditions and opportunities for advancement. On the 
whole, school teachers in both locations were quite satisfied 
with their work roles. 
Chancharoen (1976) reported an extensive study of morale 
of instructors in teacher colleges. This study included a 
sample population of full-time instructors representing 15 
teacher colleges in Thailand. Of 480 instructors in the 
sample, 4-71 (98.130) responded to the mailed questionnaire. 
Two-way analysis of variance was employed in handling the 
data. Among the conclusions in the study revealed that 
instructors whose primary responsibilities included both 
teaching and academic administration were more satisfied 
in their work than those who were assigned only teaching 
tasks. On the whole, the morale of both groups was moder­
ately high. 
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Some factors in motivating agriculture teachers to 
work in the secondary schools under the General Education 
Department of Thailand was studied by Panmuk (1975)- The 
factors investigated were conditions of employment, and 
fringe benefits. The findings gave considerable support for 
viewing salary, job safety, supervision, recognition, and 
fringe benefits as important dimensions of teacher satisfac­
tion. Factors concerning working conditions and advancement 
were perceived as dissatisfiers by the agriculture teachers 
in the survey. 
Another study of agriculture teachers by Yotakong (1976) 
arrived at the same general conclusions regarding the dimen­
sions or factors affecting teacher satisfaction. He con­
ducted a replicated study of the job satisfaction in the 
agriculture teachers' career under the Agriculture Schools 
and Colleges of Northeastern Region of Thailand. The results 
of his study supported general findings as reported by Panmuk 
(1975) except factors of employment relative to working con­
ditions and advancement in which his respondents expressed 
more satisfaction than dissatisfaction. 
In the institutions of higher learning in Thailand, a 
study of morale of university personnel was carried out by 
Petput (1971). The universe studied consisted of full-time 
faculty members and staff personnel of Kasetsart University 
in Bangkok. Respondents were asked to express their satis-
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faction relative to working conditions, policy, supervision, 
interpersonal relationship, the work itself, fringe benefits, 
and personal life. They were also given the opportunity to 
suggest what they would like to see brought about in these 
areas. Of 712 faculty members and staff personnel in the 
sample, 2^^ (41.3^) responded to the mailed questionnaires. 
The results disclosed that approximately SO.Ofo of.the respon­
dents were cosidered in high morale and 38.0# of lower mo­
rale. With regard to satisfaction, the results indicated 
that faculty members and staff personnel expressed a greater 
degree of satisfaction with supervision, interpersonal rela­
tionship, and personal work life than other factors investi­
gated. In summary, faculty members and staff personnel were 
quite satisfied with their positions. 
In a similar study at the same university, Kapilakancha-
na et al. (1978) examined the work incentives of faculty 
members. Of 500 faculty members in the sample population, 
300 responded to a series of questions concerning a number 
of factors in employment such as working conditions, job 
security, social acceptance, opportunity for advancement, 
and their expectations from work. Among the other conclu­
sions, the results indicated that faculty members were dis­
satisfied with working conditions, particularly problems 
relative to telephone service, sanitation within the institu­
tion, parking, petty cash requests, postal service, health 
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service, and housing arrangements. They were relatively 
satisfied with social acceptance. In general, they were 
quite satisfied and their work roles were in line with the 
university's purposes in which emphases are placed in teach­
ing, research, supporting and serving the society. 
Summary of Literature Review 
The literature review indicates a large portion of the 
job satisfaction research has progressed along with three 
major conceptual frameworks of analysis which have been iden­
tified as the traditional approach, the two-factor theory, 
and the need hierarchy. Each of the three approaches comes 
with its own set of assumptions and premises and thus is 
burdened with liabilities indigenous to those assumptions 
and premises. Each approach including some of its advan­
tages and disadvantages is briefly discussed. It appears 
that these approaches have received their share of criti­
cisms, particularly the two-factor theory. These criticisms, 
however, should not be allowed to dampen research into fac­
tors affecting job satisfaction. 
Because the main purpose of this study is to determine 
whether or not the extrinsic and intrinsic factors derived 
from the two-factor theory are related to faculty job satisfac­
tion, a weakness of the theory in terms of its lack of flex­
ibility in explaining differences in individual personality 
needs is taken into consideration. An attempt has been 
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made to overcome such weakness by examining a number of 
independent variables such as sex, marital status, age, 
length of service and so forth in terms of their relation­
ship with factors measuring job satisfaction. 
In the educational institution, an increasing number 
of studies have been undertaken by researchers in the area 
of job satisfaction. Because some of these studies are not 
research in the strict sense and many of the studies reported 
employed questionnaire methods involving both large or small 
samples, extreme caution is then in order in attempting 
to make generalizations from the findings. Despite their 
nontechnical nature, they do provide insight and indicate 
the interest and concern felt by researchers relative to the 
whole field of job satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER III. 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This research project was approved by the Human Subjects 
Committee of Iowa State University on July 13, 1979' The 
purpose of this chapter is to present the methods and proce­
dures used in the sample selection, research instrument, 
collection of the data, and statistical treatment of data. 
The normative survey method was conducted in this study during 
the first semester of 1979-80 academic year. However, the se­
lection of the sample and administration of the questionnaire 
instrument were accomplished in Thailand by Dr. Suriyan 
Nontasak of Sri Nakarinwirot University and a number of his 
graduate assistants. 
Selection of the Sample 
The sample of faculty members was selected from two 
universities located in Bangkok and Bangsan. The two insti­
tutions may not constitute a large enough sample to be repre­
sentative of all colleges and universities in country, 
but it was felt they might provide a large number of faculty 
representation of the range and diversity found in the insti­
tutions of higher learning in Thailand. Because faculty 
members are the primary focus of this study, the two univer­
sities were selected to assure that different kinds of univer­
sity faculty could be studied. The institutions selected 
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are described briefly as they were at the time of study. 
Sri Nakarinwirot University (SN) 
This university changed from a College of Education to 
a university in 1974. In Thailand, teacher education has a 
long tradition, but it was not until 195^ that the institu­
tion was given the right to grant a Bachelor's degree in 
education. In the same year, the former Higher Teacher 
Training School at Prasarnmit, Bangkok, became the College 
of Education with authorization to grant a diploma in educa­
tion and bachelor's, master's and doctoral degrees. In 1955» 
two branches or campuses were added as affiliates: Bangsan 
and Patoomwan. Each branch offers a four-year program, but 
differs from the main campus, by only accepting upper second­
ary school or pre-university school graduates, whereas the 
main campus at Prasarnmit accepts students from lower insti­
tutions of teacher training. The Bangsan campus is located 
at about 50 kilometers east of Bangkok while the Patoomwan 
campus is in Bangkok area. Lately, five additional campuses 
located in Bangkok and different regions of Thailand were 
also added as affiliates. 
This institution differs from the other universities 
in that it offers programs mainly for teacher education. 
The institution has grown rapidly and has 1,369 faculty 
members when this study was conducted. Although the faculty 
members were randomly selected from two campuses, Prasanmit 
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and Bangsan, the selected samples should be representative 
of all the campuses affiliated with the university because 
of its nature and characteristics. 
Thammasart University (TU) 
This university was founded in 1933 as the University of 
Morale and Political Sciences. At that time, it was felt 
that more studies in the social sciences were needed, partic­
ularly political science, if the democratic ideology was to 
permeate the country. Until 1949, the only degree offered 
was the Bachelor of Law, though later courses were offered 
leading to Master's and Doctor's degrees in the same field. 
Also by 1949, the university set up faculties of law, com­
merce and accounting, political science and economics 
because the enrollment and numbers of courses had reached 
the point where it was felt that the separate faculties were 
needed. Later on, social administration, and liberal arts 
were added in 1954 and I962 respectively. 
As in other universities in the country, the Bachelor's 
programs are four years in length, with Master's and Doctor's 
degrees being offered in certain selected fields. 
The criteria used for selecting Thammasart University 
were that the faculty members of this institution would most­
ly resemble the faculty members in other universities in 
Bangkok due to the urban setting in addition to institutional 
similarity in size and hierarchical structure. When the 
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study was conducted, there were 510 full-time faculty members 
in this institution. 
The Sample 
For this study, 300 faculty members of the two universi­
ties were randomly selected from the 1979-80 university's 
personnel roster. The following criteria were used in selec­
ting the sample : 
1. The faculty members were employed full-time in the 
two selected universities. 
2. Only faculty members with more than three months 
employment with vast majority having been employed for over 
one year were selected. 
Such criteria for selecting the sample were determined 
on the basis of getting a representative sample from the 
total population of each selected university. The sample was 
limited to full-time faculty members because they are consid­
ered to be the core personnel who are principally responsible 
for determining the quality and effectiveness of the institu­
tion in carrying out its objectives and purposes. 
An equal number of faculty members of the two institu­
tions was selected for the sample to increase the probability 
of getting a representative sample from the population of 
each group. 
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The Research Instrument 
A comprehensive review of literature has indicated a 
number of research instruments have been used to determine 
the aspects and/or factors that have been found to affect 
job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of various groups. The 
questionnaire instrument constructed by 0. R. Wood in 1973 
for use in his study appears to be the most feasible instru­
ment for the Herzberg Two-factor Theory in determining fac­
tors affecting academic personnel in the education institu­
tion. In 1977» this instrument was used in the study of job 
satisfaction of faculty and staff at the College of Eastern 
Utah (Seegmiller, 1977)' 
Because this instrument was validated and used success­
fully in the two previous studies, the researcher decided 
to use the same basic instrument in his study. 
Description of the Questionnaire 
As cited in the literature review, Herzberg et al. 
(1959) formulated the two-factor theory of job satisfaction 
which separates satisfaction and dissatisfaction by relating 
the first to "motivator" or "intrinsic" and the second to 
"hygiene" or "extrinsic". In applying this theory, Wood 
(1973) used three types of information: demographic items, 
items representing the ten selected motivation-hygiene 
factors, and a single item which provided an indication of 
overall job satisfaction. Items representative of the 
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selected motivation-hygiene factors include the following: 
Motivator or Hygiene or 
Intrinsic. Factors Extrinsic Factors 




Possibility of Growth Working Conditions 
Work Itself Interpersonal Relations 
The questionnaire consists of 68 five-response-choice-
items scoring on the ten selected factors. The respondent 
was advised to ask himself how he felt about each item on his 
present job. Five response alternatives and their scoring 
weight are determined as follows; 
Response Choice Scoring Weight 
Very satisfied 5 (A) 
Slightly to moderately satisfied 4 (B) 
Not sure of opinion or neutral 3 (C) 
Slightly to moderately dissatisfied 2 (D) 
Very dissatisfied 1 (E) 
Translation of the Questionnaire 
Before the study progressed, permission was obtained 
from 0. R. Wood to use and translate the instrument for a 
study in Thailand. 
In the beginning, the researcher translated the instruc­
tion and items of the original version of the questionnaire 
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from English into Thai language. In review of translation 
problems, a group of four Thai graduate students currently 
enrolled at Iowa State University was formed to check trans­
lation errors and to recommend the most suitable terms for 
revision. Apparently, most of the items were not difficult 
to translate. However, several items were discussed until a 
consensus was reached on their translation. In such cases, 
slight changes were entered to make the instrument more 
applicable to the population to which they would be adminis­
tered. At least, the translated version appeared satisfac­
tory for further study. 
Pretest 
A sample of twelve Thai graduate students currently 
enrolled at Iowa State University was selected for the 
pretest. Those participating in the pretest were chosen 
based on their academic positions in the home country. The 
questionnaire was delivered to them on July l4, 1979 for 
testing. A copy of the cover letter and one of the question­
naire are included in Appendix A. The participant was given 
ample opportunity to comment on the instrument. Ten of the 
questionnaires were returned with comments and suggestions, 
some items were ambiguous. In accordance with valuable 
suggestions received, the ambiguous items in the question­
naire were substantially revised without changing the mean­
ing of the original version of the instrument. 
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It appeared that survey instrument was feasible for 
further use with the sample selected. 
Collection of the Data 
Following the selection of sample, the questionnaire 
packets were assembled. These packets included a copy of 
the cover letter and one of the questionnaire. The cover 
letter stated the auspices under which the study was being 
conducted and the anticipated benefits of the study and 
encouraged the faculty's participation. To assure anonymity 
each respondent was asked to complete the questionnaire and 
mail it direct to the sender or through personal delivery. 
It was intended that approximately 300 faculty members 
would be sampled from the two selected institutions. These 
questionnaires were mailed to all randomly selected faculty 
members on August 10, 1979- A follow-up letter and a ques-
Table 2. Numbers of distribution and percentages of ques­
tionnaire returned by each university 
Sri Nakarinwirot 
University I50 103 72.0 
Thammasart University I50 78 52.0 
Total 300 186 62.0 
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tionnaire were sent on October 1, 1979i to those who had 
not responded to the first mailing of the questionnaire. 
An analysis of the total returns according to each 
selected university is shown in Table 2. 
Statistical Treatment of Data 
Each returned questionnaire was carefully examined to 
make sure that each question had been answered. If it con­
tained five or more unanswered items, it was considered 
invalid and was eliminated. The usable questionnaires were 
punched on IBM cards. These punched cards were then pro­
grammed and computer analyzed by using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) at the Computer Center 
of Iowa State University. 
Primary analysis of the data was completed through 
application of the crosstabulations, chi-square, one-way 
analysis of variance, and t-tests. This statistical tech­
niques are shown in detail in the SPSS Manual (Nie et al. 
1975) and will not be described in this chapter. 
The results of the statistical data analysis will be 
presented in Chapter IV. A discussion of the conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations which derive from this 
analysis will be found in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER IV. 
REPORT OF THE FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the research 
findings generated from analysis of the questionnaires sent 
to faculty members of the two selected institutions. All 
responses were coded, key-punched on IBM card and analyzed 
by computer using the programming of Statistical Packages 
for Social Sciences (SPSS). 
The results will be presented in three sections: (1) 
general characteristics of the sample, (2) the rating of 
factors measuring job satisfaction, and in comparison with 
the two-factor theory, and (3) the results of statistical 
tests of the null hypotheses. 
General Characteristics of the Sample 
The initial section of the instrument asked the sam­
ple to respond to seven personal variables: (1) age, (2) 
sex, (3) marital status, (4) number of years employed, 
(5) highest level of formal education, (6) professional 
rank, and (7) primary responsibility. Table 3 summarizes 
these data. 
Data in Table 3 comparing SN faculty with TU faculty 
member indicate equally of males and females. In the var­
ious categories, SN faculty drew members with more relative 
frequency from married (67.0#), from the 4l and over age 
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Table 3- General characteristics of the 
sample of each university selected 
Characteristics Sri Nakarinwirot Thammasart 
University (SN) University (TU) 
No. % No. % 
Age : 
25 or less 3 2.8 4 5.1 
26 - 30 10 9.3 16 20.5 
31 - 35 18 16.7 24 30.8 
36 - 40 26 24 .0  19 24.4 
Ul or over 51 47.2 15 19.2 
Totals 108 100.0 78 100.0 
Sex : 
Male 52 48.1 36 46.2 
Female 56 51.9 42 53.8 
Totals 108 100.0 78  100.0 
Marital status : 
Married 73 67.0 43 55.1 
Unmarried 35 33.0 35 44.9 
108 100.0 78 100.0 
Number of years employed : 
Less than one year 2 1.8 8 10.3 
1 - 5  y e a r s  23 31.3 15 19.2 
6 - 1 0  y e a r s  29 26.9 31 39.7 
11 years or longer 54 50.0 24  30.8 
Totals 108 100.0 78 100.0 
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Table 3* (Continued) 
Characteristics Sri Nakarinwirot Thammasart 
University (SN) University (TU) 
No. % No. % 
Highest level of education*. 
Bachelor's degree 19 17. 6 10 12.8 
Master's degree 75 69. 4 47 60.3 
Doctoral degree 8 7. 4 18 23.1 
Others 6 5. 6 3 3.8 
Totals 108 100. 0 78 100.0 
Academic rank 
Instructors 50 46. 4 4o 51.3 
Assistant professors 44 4o. 7 36 46.1 
Associate professors 9 8. 3 2 2.6 
Professors 1 0. 9 - -
Others (not in academic 
ranks) 4 3. 7 - -
Totals 108 100. 0 78 100.0 
Primary responsibility: 
Teaching 39 36. 1 30 38.5 
Research 3 2. 8 1 1.3 
Teaching and research 32 29. 6 26 33.3 
Academic administration 3 2. 8 6 7.7 
Teaching and academic 
administration 31 28. 7 15 19.2 
Totals 108 100. 0 78 100.0 
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bracket (47.2^), from the highest level of formal education 
of Master's degree (69.4^), from the academic rank of in­
structor (46.4^), and from the primary responsibility of 
teaching (36.1^). TU faculty members had more female mem­
bers (53'8), drew with more relative frequency from married 
from the 31-35 years old bracket (30.8fo), from the 
6-10 years employed bracket (39*7?^)» from the highest level 
of formal education of Master's degree (60.^^), from the 
professional rank of instructor (51.30^, and from the pri­
mary responsibility of teaching (38.5#)-
Factors Measuring Job Satisfaction Ratings 
The respondents were presented with a list of sixty-
six job-related motivator and hygiene factors and asked to 
rate these factors on a five point scale, ranging from "very 
dissatisfied" to "very satisfied" as to their being satis­
fied with their jobs. A value of "1" was assigned to the 
responses "very dissatisfied" and a value of "5" to the 
responses; "very satisfied". A respondent's response of "1" 
indicated the lowest possible level of job satisfaction; 
conversely, a respondent's response value of "5" indicated 
the highest possible level of job satisfaction. Table 4 
exhibits numbers and percentage of total responses the 
ratings each group gave these factors. 
The responses were compared with each other by means of 
crosstabulations and Chi-square tests. 
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Slightly to moderately 
dissatisfied (SD) 










Slightly to moderately 
satisfied (SS) 6 5.7 10 12.8 
Very satisfied (VS) 0 0 1 1.3 
Total 106^ 78 
The immediate VD 11 10.2 6 7.6 
results from SD 60 55-6 36 46.3 
your work NS 32 29.6 28  35.9 
SS 5 4.6 8 10.2 
VS 0 0 0 0 
Total 108 78 
The actual VD 4 3.7 1 1.3 
adoption and SD 39 36.1 20 26.0 
use of prac­ NS 49 45.4 39 50.6 
tices which you SS 11 10.2 13 16.9 
recommended VS 5 4.6 4 5.2 
Total 108 77b 
^Total respondents column does not add to 108 because 
some respondents omitted specific answers. 
^Total respondents column does not add to 78 because 
some respondents omitted specific answers. 
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Personal goal VD 4 3.7 4 5.1 
attainment SD 43 39.8 24 30.8 
NS 53 49.1 34 43.6 
VS 0 0 2 2.6 
Total 108 78 
Student follow VD 7 6.8 5 6.5 
practice and/or mate­ SD 60 58.3 30 39.0 
rial being taught NS 29 28.2 33 42.9 
SS 7 6.8 9 11.7 
VS 0 0 0 0 
Total 103* 
Observing students' VD 3 2.9 1 1.3 
growth and success over SD 29 27.6 26 33.8 
a period of time NS 64 61.0 39 50.6 
SS 8 7.6 11 14.3 
VS 1 1.0 0 0 
Total 105* 77 
The extent to which you VD 1 1.0 0 0 
are able objectively to SD 29 29.0 21 30.5 
evaluate your accom­ NS 61 61.0 39 56.5 
plishment SS 7 7.0 9 13.0 









Opportunities for VD 3 2.8 2 2.6 
increased responsibility SD 39 36 • 8 35 44.9 
in education NS 53 50.0 31 39.7 
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SS 8 7 5 6 7.7 
vs 3 2 8 4 5.1 
Total 106& 78 
Opportunities provided VD 4 3 7 5 6.4 
for growth in education SD 43 4o 2 30 38.5 
compared with growth in NS 50 46 7 32 41.0 
other field outside of SS 7 6. 5 6 7.7 
education vs 3 2. 8 5 6.4 
Total 107^ 78 
Participation in in- VD 6 5. 7 4 5.3 
service education SD 37 35.2 23 30.3 
NS 45 42. 9 37 48.7 
SS 11 10. 5 9 11.8 
vs 6 5. 7 3 3.9 
Total 105^ 76^ 
Type and levels of in- VD 2 1. 9 3 4.1 
service education SD 25 24. 3 20 27.4 
NS 56 54. 4 36 49.3 
SS 13 12. 6 11 15.1 
VS 7 6. 8 3 4.1 
Total 103^ 73^ 
Opportunities to grow VD 5 4. 7 6 8.0 
professionally through SD 22 20. 8 17 22.7 
formal education NS 54 50. 9 4o 53.3 
SS 18 17. 0 4 10.7 
VS 7 6. 6 4 5.3 
Total 106^ 75^ 







Opportunities to attend VD 3 7. 4 8 10.4 
professional conference, SD 50 46. 3 25 32.5 
workshops, etc. NS 33 30.6 32 41.6 
SS 10 9. 3 9 11.7 
VS 7 6, 5 3 3.9 
Total 108 77 
3. Interpersonal Relations 
Friendliness of your VD 15 13. 9 12 15.4 
co-workers SD 60 55. 6 35 44.9 
NS 27 25. 0 27 34.6 
SS 6 5. 6 3 3.8 
VS 0 0 1 1.3 
Total 108 78 
Cooperation from faculty VD 14 13.0 4 5.1 
in your department SD 58 53. 7 27 34.6 
NS 27 25. 0 35 44.9 
SS 9 8. 3 8 10.3 
VS 0 0 4 5.1 
Total 108 78 
Cooperation from faculty VD 4 3. 7 3 4.1 
outside your department SD 49 45. 4 13 17.8 
NS 45 41. 7 39 53.4 
SS 10 9. 3 15 20.5 
VS 0 0 3 4.1 
Total 108 7? 
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Table 4. (Continued) 
SN TU 
Faculty Faculty 
No. # No. # 
Faculty-student VD 14 13.0 8 10.4 
relationship SD 48 44.4 32 41.6 
NS 39 36.1 31 40.3 
ss 7 6.5 5 6.5 
vs 0 0 1 1.3 
Total 108 77^ 
Professional VD 10 9.3 8 10.4 
relationship SD 57 52.8 34 44.2 
NS 37 34.3 28 36.4 
SS 4 3.7 6 7.8 
vs 0 0 1 1.3 
Total 108 7yb 
Personal relationship VD 22 20.4 11 14.1 
on the job SD 57 52.8 38 48.7 
NS 26 24.1 26 33.3 
SS 3 2.8 3 3.8 
vs 0 0 0 0 
1 
Total 108 78 
: 
4. Policy and Administration 
Overall institutional VD 5 4.6 2 2.6 
relations including SD 37 34.3 13 16.9 
faculty, students, and NS 57 52.8 48 62.3 
staff SS 7 6.5 12 15.6 
VS 2 1.9 2 2.6 
Total 108 77 ^  
6o 
Table 4. (Continued) 
SN 
Faculty 




Your involvement VD 6 5.6 2 2.7 
in making decisions SD 22 20.4 15 20.0 
NS 52 48.1 37 49 .3  
SS 21 19.4 17 22.7 
VS 7 6.5 4 5.3 
Total 108 75^ 
The procedures used to VD 5 4.7 1 1.3 
select faculty for SD 35 32 .7  11 14.1 
promotion to positions NS 45 42.1 33 42.3 
such as department SS 20 18 .7  23 29 .5  
chairman VS 2 1.9 10 12.8 
Total 107^ 78 
The extent to which VD 3 2 .8  0 0 
administrative policies SD 26  24.1 14 17 .9  
and procedures are made NS 49 45.4 35 44.9 
available to the SS 25 23.1 26 33 .3  
faculty VS 5 4.6 3 3.8 
Total 108 78  
The administrative VD 1 0.9 0 0 
procedures used to SD 19 17.8 7 9.1 
carry out the educa­ NS 64 59 .8  38 49.4 
tional program SS 18 16 .8  28  36 .3  
VS 5 4.7 4 5.2 
Total 107* 77^ 
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Table 4. (Continued) 
SN TU 
Faculty Faculty 
No. ^ No. % 
The extent to which VD ]  2.8  0 G 
administrative policies SD 14 13.0 6 8.0 
and procedures are actu­ NS 66 61.1 43  57 .3  
ally followed ss 20 18.5 23  30 .7  
vs 5  4 .6  3  4.0 
Total 108 75^ 
The extent to which the VD 2  1 .9  0 0 
policies meet faculty SD 9  8 .3  6 7.8 
needs NS 62 57 .4  4o  51 .9  
SS 31 28 .7  26 33 .8  
vs 4  3 .7  5  6 .5  
Total 108 77  
The educational philoso­ VD 5  4 .7  1 1.3 
phy which prevails in SD 26 24.5 26 34.7 
your institution NS 52  49 .1  34  45 .3  
SS 15 14.2 14 18.7 
VS 8  7 .5  0 0 
Total 106*  75  
5. Recognition 
Recognition of your VD 5 4.6 3  3 .9  
accomplishments by SD 45 41.7 29 37 .7  
co-workers NS 53  49 .1  39  50 .6  
SS 5  4 .6  5 6.5 
vs 0 0 1 1.3 
Total 108 77^ 
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Table 4. (Continued) 
SN TU 
Faculty Faculty 
No. % No. % 
Recognition of your VD 5 . 6 3 3.8 
accomplishments by SD 46 42. 6 22 28.2 
superiors NS 50 46.3 43 55.1 
SS 5 4. 6 8 10.3 
VS 2 1.9 2 2.6 
Total 108 78 
Your recognition VD 6 5.6 2 2.6 
compared to that of SD 39 36.1 28 36.8 
your co-workers NS 57 52.8 37 48.7 
SS k 3.7 9 11.8 
VS 2 1.9 0 0 
Total 108 76^ 
The recognition you VD 3 2.8 0 0 
get from the adminis­ SD 38 35.2 16 21.3 
tration for your ideas NS 47 43.5 37 49.3 
SS 15 13.9 18 24.0 
VS 5 4.6 4 5.3 
Total 108 75b 
Publicity given to VD 5 4.7 3 4.1 
your work and activi­ SD 28 26.2 15 20.3 
ties NS 57 53.3 36 48.6 
SS 12 11.2 19 25.7 
VS 5 4.7 1 1.4 
Total 107^ 78 
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The authority you have VD 4 3.7 2 2 .7  
to get the job done SD 42 39 .3  19  25 .7  
NS 49 45 .8  4o 54.1 
SS 10 9 .3  9 12.2 




The total amount of VD 4 3.8 3 4.0 
responsibility you -SD 50 47 .2  24 32 .0  
have NS 44 41.5 42 56.0 
SS 7 6.6 5 6.7 
VS 1 0.9 1 1.3 
Total 106^ 75^ 
Your responsibilities VD 7 6.5 2 2.7 
compared with those SD 42 39 .3  26  34 .7  
of your co-workers NS 52 48.6 39 . 52.0 
SS 5 4.7 8 10.7 
VS 1 0 .9  0 0 
Total 103^ 75  b  
Committee responsibility VD 3 2.9 1 1.4 
SD 49 47.6 13 18 .8  
NS 46 44. 7 42 60.9 
SS 3 2 .9  12 17.4 
VS 2 1.9 1 1.4 
Total 103^ 69^ 
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Table 4. (Continued) 
SN 
Faculty 
No.  #  
TU 
Faculty 
No.  #  
Responsibilities outside VD 4 3 .8 4 5.6 
your major areas of SD 38 35 .8 12 16.7 
interest MS 53 50 0 43 59.7 
ss 9 8 • 5 13 18.1 
vs 2 1 9 0 0 
Total 106^ 72^ 
7. Salary 
The method used to VD 1 0 4 1 1.4 
determine your salary SD 30 28 0 10 13.5 
NS 62 57 4 32 43.2 
SS 12 11 2 18 24.3 
VS 2 1 9 13 17.6 
Total 107^ 74b 
The range of salaries VD 2 1. 9 0 0 
paid to instructors in SD 34 32 .  7 9 12.2 
your department NS 53 51. 0 29  39.2 
SS 14 13. 5 25 33.8 
vs 1 1. 0 11 14.9 
Total 104& 74^ 
The top salary availa­ VD 4 3. 8 2 2.6 
ble to instructors SD 27 25. 5 7 9.1 
compared to similar NS 41 38. 7 18 23.4 
positions in other SS 30 28. 3 31 40.3 
fields VS 4 3. 8 19 24.7 
Total 106^ 77^ 
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Your salary compared to VD 2 1.9 2 2.6 
that of people with SD 35 33.0 7 9.1 
training in other NS 31 29 .2  14 18.2 
professions SS 32 30.2 31 40.3 
VS 6 5.7 23 29.9 
Total 106^ 77^ 
The amount of your VD 7 6.5 0 0 
salary SD 3^ 31.8 7 9.1 
NS 44 41.1 28  36.4 
SS 19 17.8 25  32.5 
VS 3 2.8 17 22.1 
Total 107^ 77*^ 
The earning potential VD 5 4.8 1 1.4 
of the faculty com­ SD 28 26 .9  12 16.9 
pared to that of the MS 56 53 .8  30 42.3 
administration SS 13 12.5 21 29.6 
VS 2 1.9 7 9 .9  
Total 104* 71  '  
8. Supervision 
The level of under­ VD 7 6 .5  1 1.3 
standing that your SD 43 40.2 21 27.6 
supervisors and you NS 48 44.9 39 51.3 
have of each other SS 8 7.5 12 15.8 
VS 1 0.9 3 3 .9  
Total 107* 76^ 
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On-the-job supervision VD 6 5. 6 1 1.3 
given by your supervi­ SD 4o  37.4 15 19.7 
sor NS 39 36.4 43 56.6 
SS 19 17.8 13 17.1 
vs 3 2 .8  4 5.3 
Total 107^ 76^ 
Competence of your VD 5 4.7 2 2.7 
supervisor to give SD 38 35.8 9 12.0 
leadership NS 38 35.8 42  56.0 
ss 21 19.8 l4 18.7 
vs  4 3.8 8 10.7 
Total 10^ 75' 
Personal encouragement VD 11 10 .3  2 2 .6  
given by your SD 32 29 .9  11 14.5 
supervisor NS 47 43 .9  37 48.7 
SS 14 13.1 17 22.4 
vs  3 2.8 9 11.8 
Total 
a 1Q7' 76 
The willingness of your VD 10 9.3 2 2 .6  
superior to delegate SD 22 20 .6  15 19 .7  
authority NS 46 43.0 30 39 .5  
SS 20  18.7 20  26.3 
VS 9 8.4 9 





Table 4. (Continued) 
SN TU 
Faculty Faculty 
No. % No. % 
Authority delegated VD 5 4.8 0 0 
compared to duties SD 28 26.9 19 25.3 
delegated NS 57 54.8 40 53.3 
ss 13 12.5 12 16.0 
vs 1 1.0 4 5.3 
Total 104^ 75"^ 
Counsel and guidance VD 5 4.7 2 2.7 
given by your super­ SD 33 31.1 12 16.0 
visors NS 52 49.1 36 48.0 
SS 10 9.4 16 21.3 
VS 6 5.7 9 12.0 
Total 106* 75° 
The initiation of VD 7 6.6 1 1.4 
innovations by your SD 33 31.1 12 16.2 
supervisors NS 38 35.8 34 45.9 
SS 20 18.9 17 25.0 
VS 8 7.5 10 13.5 
Total 106^ 74" 
The fairness of your VD 8 7.5 3 3.9 
supervisors SD 33 30.8 15 19.7 
NS 46 43.0 32 42.1 
SS 12 11.2 16 21.1 
VS 8 7.5 10 13.2 
Total 107^ 76^ 
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Table 4. (Continued) 





The sensitivity of your VD 10 9.4 2 2.6 
superiors to your SD 34 32.1 9 11.8 
needs NS 39 36.8 39 51.3 
SS 18 17.0 16 21.1 
VS 5 4.7 10 13.2 
Total 106* 76 
•The consistency of your VD 9 8.5 2 2.6 
supervisors SD 32 30.2 13 17.1 
NS 44 41.5 34 44.7 
SS 17 16. 0 20 26.3 
VS 4 3.8 7 9.2 
Total 106* 
Specific on-the-job VD 3 2.9 1 1.4 
training offered by SD 21 20. 0 9 12.5 
your superior NS 45 42.9 28 38.9 
SS 28 26.7 25 34.7 
VS 8 7.6 9 12.5 
Total lOj* 72^ 
9. The Work Itself 
Work and association VD 4 3.7 2 2.6 
with college-age SD 29 27.1 18 23.7 
student NS 58 54.2 4o 52.6 
SS 15 14. 0 14 18.4 












The interesting and VD 10 9.8 7 9.1 
challenging aspects SD 45 44.1 34 44.2 
of teaching NS 39 38.2 26 33.8 
SS 6 5.9 10 13.0 
VS 2 2.0 0 0 
Total 102^ 
The general type of VD 6 5.6 2 2.6 
work you do SD 42 39.3 23 30.3 
NS 54 50.5 45 59.2 
SS 5 4.7 6 7.9 
VS 0 0 0 0 
Total 107^ 76° 
Your level of VD 6 5.7 6 7^9 
enthusiasm about SD 61 57.5 33 43.4 
teaching NS 35 33.0 33 43.4 
SS 4 3.8 4 5.3 
VS 0 0 0 0 
Total 106^ 76° 
10. Working Conditions 
The number of classes VD 4 3.9 4 5.3 
or groups for which SD 51 49.5 30 39.5 
you are responsible NS 35 34.0 32 42.1 
SS 13 12. 6 9 11.8 












The number of hours you VD 6 5-7 5 6.5 
work each week SD 48 45.7 27 35.1 
NS 39 37.1 4o 51.9 
SS 12 11.4 5 6.5 
VS 0 0 0 0 
Total 105^ 77^ 
your work schedule VD 6 5.8 3 4.2 
compared to that of SD 42 4o.8 27 37.5 
similar positions in NS 4o 38.8 34 47.2 
other fields SS 15 14. 6 8 11.1 




Your office facilities VD 7 6.5 2 2.6 
SD 28 26.2 16 21.1 
NS 34 31.8 33 43.4 
SS 31 29.0 23 30.3 
VS 7 6.5 2 2.6 
Total 107^ 76' 
The adequacy of VD 4 3.8 0 0 
instructional SD 22 21.2 12 15.8 
equipment NS 41 39.4 33 43.4 
SS 29 27.9 27 35.5 
VS 8 7.7 4 5.3 
Total 104^ 76° 
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The number of course VD 5 4.8 3 4.0 
preparations required SD 36 34.6 22 29.3 
NS 50 48.1 39 52.0 
SS 9 8.7 10 13.3 
VS 4 3.8 1 1.3 
Total 104^ 75^ 
Your work schedule VD 4 4.0 3 4.2 
compared to that of SD 4l 40.6 20 28.2 
your co-workers NS 44 43.6 38 53.5 
SS 10 9.9 8 11.3 
VS 2 2.0 2 2.8 
Total 101 71 
11. Overall job 
satisfaction 
Consider all aspects of VD 3 3.4 1 1.4 
your job as an instruc­ SD 39 43.8 22 31.9 
tor and indicate your NS 37 41.6 34 49.3 
overall level of job SS 9 10.1 9 13.0 
satisfaction or dissat­ VS 1 1.1 3 4.3 
isfaction 
Total 89^ 69^ 
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Each of the ten "motivator" and "hygiene" factors 
is examined as follows : 
1. Achievement. Faculty members of the two institu­
tions responded negatively to all the items relative to 
achievement. A minority of faculty members indicated sat­
isfaction given them in the area of "The actual adoption 
of practices which you recommend". Although a majority of 
respondents indicated "neutral" or "not sure of opinion", 
the dissatisfied responses outnumbered satisfied responses. 
This results in a lack of job satisfaction among the faculty 
members relative to the factors of achievement. It is also 
noted that no significant difference was found between the 
two groups. 
2. Growth. The dissatisfied responses again outnum­
bered satisfied responses in all items related to the factor 
of growth. No significant difference was found between the 
two groups of faculty members. The dissatisfaction ex­
pressed by the faculty members manifests itself as a lack 
of job satisfaction. 
3. Interpersonal Relations. Significant differences 
were found between the two groups of faculty members in the 
areas of "Cooperation from faculty in your department" 
and "Cooperation from faculty outside your department". 
A number of negative responses expressed by SN faculty 
members were relatively higher than those of TU faculty. 
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TU faculty members gave quite positive responses in the 
area of "Cooperation from faculty outside your department". 
With the exception of this area, dissatisfied responses 
expressed by both groups outnumbered satisfied responses. 
Thus, the data indicate a lack of job satisfaction among 
faculty members regarding the interpersonal relations. 
4. Policy and Administration. Some significant 
differences were also noted between these two groups 
relative to the areas of "Overall institutional relations 
including faculty, students, and staff", "the procedures 
used to select faculty for promotion to positions such as 
department chairman", and "the administrative procedures 
used to carry out the educational program". TU faculty 
members responded very positively to these three items 
in comparison with SN faculty members. Because the re­
sponses to these items of the two groups were largely 
positive, a degree of job satisfaction among faculty mem­
bers is indicated in this area. 
5. Recognition. The responses to these items were 
largely negative; thus, the faculty members dissatisfied 
in the area of recognition. 
6. Responsibility. No significant difference was 
found between the two groups. The dissatisfied responses 
outnumbered satisfied responses in all items relative to 
the responsibility factors. Thus, the data indicate a lack 
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of job satisfaction among faculty members in the area of 
responsibility. 
7. Salary. Some significant differences were dis­
closed between the two groups of faculty members. In 
examining responses, TU faculty members responded very 
positively to all the items related to salary in comparison 
with SN faculty members. This indicates a higher degree of 
job satisfaction among TU faculty members in this area. 
As for SN faculty members, they responded positively to the 
items related to salary except in the areas of "the method 
used to determine your salary", and "The earning potential 
of the faculty compared to that of the administrators". 
This results in a lack of job satisfaction among that 
portion of the SN faculty members. However, as a whole, 
both groups respond positively to the area of salary. 
8. Supervision. Some significant differences were 
found between the two groups of faculty members. Whereas 
TU faculty members responded positively to most of the items 
relating to supervision, SN faculty members responded nega­
tively to most of the items in this area. As shown in Table 
4, supervision tends to cause job satisfaction among TU 
faculty members, but job dissatisfaction among SN faculty 
members. 
9. The Work Itself. No significant differences were 
noted between the two groups. Because the responses to 
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the items on the work itself were all highly negative, a 
great deal to job dissatisfaction with the type of work 
performed by both groups of faculty members is indicated 
in the data. 
10. Working Conditions. There were significant 
amounts of dissatisfied responses by both groups to these 
items indicating a lack of job satisfaction caused by the 
factor of working conditions. Both groups are dissatisfied 
with their work facilities or work area. 
11. Overall Job Satisfaction. The vast majority of 
both groups indicate they are quite dissatisfied with their 
job at the current institution. However, such evidence 
will be examined in more detail by considering a number of 
independent variables included in this study. 
Comparisons of the Findings with the Two-factor Theory 
In comparisons of the Herzberg Two-factor Theory and 
the result of this study, Table 5 summarizes the overall 
mean and standard deviation of each major factor. It 
should be pointed out that the questionnaire regarding the 
factors was different from that of the Herzberg incident study. 
Unexpectedly, most of the mean responses to each 
major factor fell somewhere between the "2" and "3". The 
value of "2" was assigned to responses; slightly to moder­
ately dissatisfied" and a value of "3" to the response 
"neutral or not sure of opinion". The value of "4" was 
76 
Table 5" Summary of overall mean and standard deviation of 
each major factor 
Factors Mean^ Standard 
deviation 
Achievement 2.638 0.490 
Growth 2.775 0.689 
Interpersonal relationship/super-
visors/colleagues/students 2.408 0.617 
Policy and administration 3.074 0.559 
Recognition 2.747 0.622 
Responsibility 2. 686 0.562 
Salary 3.178 0.784 
Supervision 2.983 0.785 
Work itself 2.592 0.579 
Working conditions 2.435 0.556 
Mean values are based upon the following: 1 = very 
dissatisfied; 2 = slightly to moderately dissatisfied; 
3 = neutral or not sure of opinion; 4 = slightly to mod­
erately satisfied; and 5 = very satisfied. 
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given to the response; slightly to moderately satisfied. 
For the total group (N = 186), overall mean scores were 
slightly high or above "3" on salary, policy and adminis­
tration. Such scores were low or below "3" on the factor 
of achievement, growth, interpersonal relations, recogni­
tion, supervision, responsibility, work itself, and working 
conditions. These results suggest that the extrinsic or 
hygiene factors of satisfaction are of value to Thai faculty 
members. The ranking of the means indicates some extrinsic 
or hygiene factors such as salary, policy and administration 
have contributed to job satisfaction, whereas the intrinsic 
or motivator factors such as achievement, recognition, respon­
sibility, and the work itself contributed to dissatisfaction. 
It should be pointed out that supervision, a hygiene factor, 
appears to be related to the satisfaction. 
Since many of the values fell in the neutral area, it 
may be appropriate to suggest that the meaning of neutrality 
in the measurement of satisfaction and dissatisfaction supports 
in part the Herzberg Two-factor Theory. 
In summary, since the mean neutral value is 3*00, the 
figures shown in Table 5 appear to indicate that Thai facul­
ty members were more dissatisfied than satisfied with a number 
of factors relating to their work roles. 
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Test of the Hypotheses 
Hypothesis I : 
There are no significant differences among faculty 
members of different age levels regarding factors 
measuring their job satisfaction. 
A one way analysis of variance and Scheff^ test were 
used to measure the significance of the different age 
levels of faculty members' responses to each major factor. 
Table 6 represents the means and standard deviations of 
all age levels and F statistic for each major factor. 
An examination of Table 6 indicates a highly signifi­
cant statistical difference in the responses to the salary 
factor. In addition, an analysis by means of Scheff^ 
method also reveals a significant difference (p = .05) in 
satisfaction with salary between Group 5 (^1 and over) and 
Group 2 (26-30) and Group 3 (31-35)-
Based on the mean differences, Group 5 (4l and over) 
tends to be less satisfied with the salary factor than the 
other age level groups. The null hypothesis is then re­
jected for this factor. 
Because no significant differences are noted in the 
faculty members' responses for the other major factors, the 
null hypothesis is not rejected for other major factors. 
Table 6. The means of major factors measuring job satisfaction 
for five age groups 
Major factors 25 or less ; 26-30 31-35 36-40 4l-0ver F statistii 
Achievement 2.3810 2.7309 2.6539 2.6309 2.6294 0.790 
Growth 2.6667 2.7600 2.6841 2.7437 2.8750 0.591 
Interpersonal relations 2.3542 2.5295 2.4984 2.4037 2.3103 0.900 
Policy and administration 3.1250 3.2650 3.1027 3.0281 3.0063 1.092 
Recognition 2.6750 2.9200 2.7000 2.7182 2.7385 0.591 
Responsibility 2.5250 2.8520 2.6287 2.7568 2.6246 1.177 
Salary 3.5417 3.5067 3.3378 3.2697 2.8375 5.648** 
Supervision 2.9687 3.1717 2.9748 3.0407 2.8784 0.689 
Work Itself 2.3438 2.6567 2.5278 2.6204 2.6211 0.637 
Working conditions 2.2656 2.5826 2.5321 2.4389 2.3332 0.1470 
Overall job satisfaction 2.5000 2.8182 2.7895 2.7150 2.6852 0.289 
** Significant at .01 level. 
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Hypothesis II. 
There is nc £• ignificant difference between male and 
female faciu-,:y members regarding tAe _\iJtors measuring 
"heir jo".o satisf: ' 7,1 on. 
The results of the data anlysis of this hypothesis 
are found in Table 7- A t-test was run on the mean differ­
ences between male and female faculty members' responses 
for each of the ten factors. The t-formula for pooled 
variance was used. 
An examination of this table indicates no significant 
statistical differences reported between male and female 
faculty members regarding the major factors affecting their 
job satisfaction. Therefore, the null hypothesis is not 
rejected. 
Hypothesis III; 
There is no significant difference between married and 
and unmarried faculty members regarding the factors 
measuring their job satisfaction. 
A t-test was run on the mean differences between 
married and unmarried faculty members responses for each 
of the major factors. 
A significant statistical difference between married 
and unmarried faculty members was found in the working 
conditions. As the table shows, the mean of married (2.3701) 
was lower than that for unmarried (2.5^06). Based on the 
mean differnces, married faculty members were more dissatis­
fied with working conditions than their unmarried counter-
Table ?. Comparison of male and female faculty members regarding factors measuring 
their job satisfaction 
Major factors Group Mean Standard Variance 
deviation Pooled Probability 
t-value 
Achievement Male 2.6286 0.478 -0.31 0.758 
Female 2.6511 0.504 
Growth Male 2.6977 0.639 -1.49 0.139 
Female 2.8490 0.728 
Interpersonal relations Male 2.4226 0.612 0.35 0.725 
Female 2.3905 0.626 
Policy and administration Male 3.0082 0.566 -1.51 0.132 
Female 3.1330 0.551 
Recognition Male 2.6698 0.572 -1.61 0.110 
Female 2.8177 0.661 
Respons ibility Male 2.6382 0.516 -1.14 0.255 
Female 2.7348 0.600 
Salary Male 3.1405 0.798 -0.57 0.567 
Female 3.2077 0.778 
Supervision Male 2.9067 0.727 -1.19 0.237 
Female 3.0448 0.833 
Work itself Male 2.5601 0.549 -0.72 0.473 
Female 2.6220 0.609 
Working conditions Male 2.3755 0.503 -1.45 0.490 
Female 2.3755 0.598 
Overall job satisfaction Male 2.6575 0.768 -1.03 0.305 
Female 2.7882 0.818 
Table 8. Comparison of married and unmarried faculty members regarding factors 
measuring their job satisfaction 
















































































Overall job satisfaction Married 2.6122 0.782 -1.37 0.139 
* Significant at .05 level. 
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parts. The null hypothesis is rejected for this factor. 
Because no significant statistical difference is 
noted between married and unmarried faculty members' 
responses to other factors, the null hypothesis is not 
rejected for the other factors of the study. 
Hypothesis IV; 
There are no significant differences among faculty 
members with different number of years of service 
regarding the factors measuring their job satisfaction. 
An analysis of variance and the Scheffe^ test were 
employed for testing of this hypothesis. Table 9 represents 
the means of all groups of years employed and the F statistic 
for each major factor. 
Again, there is only a significant statistical differ­
ence in the faculty members' responses to the salary factor. 
Results of the Scheffe' method also support similar signifi­
cant difference (p = .05) in satisfaction with salary be­
tween Group 4 (11 years and over) and other age groups. 
Inspection of Table 9 indicates that Group 4 (11 years 
and over) has the lower mean and is thus less satisfied 
with salary factor than other groups. Thus, the null 
hypothesis is rejected for this factor. As for the rest 
of the factors, the null hypothesis is not rejected. 
Table 9. The means of major factors measuring faculty job satisfaction for 
four groups on the number of years employed 
Major factors Less than 1-5 years 6-10 years 11 years F statistic 
1 year or higher 
Achievement 2.5890 2.5945 2.6877 2. 6293 0.342 
Growth 2.7833 2.6272 2.8228 2. 8092 0.740 
Interpersonal relations 2.3479 2.2982 2.5378 2. 3636 1.433 
Policy and administration 3.0625 3.1123 3.1405 3. 0038 0.747 
Recognition 2.4444 2.7053 2.8700 2. 7066 1.676 
Responsibility 2.8056 2.6553 2.7991 2. 5966 1.592 
Salary 3.9000 3.1798 3.3060 2. 9789 5.320 
Supervision 2.9538 3.0456 3.0827 2. 8778 0.857 
Work itself 2.5417 2.5658 2.6oi4 2. 6053 0.069 
Working conditions 2.5258 2.5103 2.4582 2. 3680 0.706 
Overall job satisfaction 3.0000 2.6364 2.8000 2. 6866 0.651 
* Significant at .05 level. 
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Hypothesis V; 
There are no significant differences among faculty 
members with different levels of formal education 
regarding the factors measuring their job satisfac­
tion. 
A one way analysis of variance and the Scheffe' test were 
used in the testing of this hypothesis. Table 10 shows the 
mean of each highest level of formal education group and 
the F statistic of each major factor. 
Inspection of Table 10 reveals a highly significant 
difference in salary factor among the groups having differ­
ent level of formal education. Results of the Scheffe 
method also support similar significant difference between 
Group 2 (Master's degree) and Group 3 (Doctoral degree). 
Group 2 has the lower mean and is thus less satisfied with 
the salary factor than the other groups. The null hypo­
thesis for this factor is rejected. 
Because no significant differences are produced for 
the other major factors, the null hypothesis is not rejected 
for those factors. 
Hypothesis VI; 
There is no significant difference between faculty 
members engaged in teaching and research, and faculty 
members engaged in academic administration regarding 
the factors affecting their job satisfaction. 
A one way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test were 
employed for testing this hypothesis. Table 11 gives the 
means and standard deviations of each group of assigned 
Table 10. The means of major factors measuring faculty job satisfaction for 
three educational level groups 
Major factors Bachelor's Master's Doctoral F statistic 
degree degree degree 
Achievement 2.6088 2.6510 2.6585 0.058 
Growth 2.9457 2.7705 2.6667 0.822 
Interpersonal relations 2.3214 2.4120 2.4I41 0.244 
Policy and administration 3.0051 3.0936 3.0750 0.191 
Recognition 2.6554 2.8176 2.5920 1.340 
Responsibility 2.6296 2.7196 2.6740 0.214 
Salary 3.1440 2.0766 3.6267 4.201 
Supervision 2.8793 2.9852 3.0600 0.238 
Work itself 2.6518 2.5751 2.5967 0.142 
Working conditions 2.3743 2.4478 2.3891 1.094 
Overall job satisfaction 2.7143 2.7222 2.7143 0.565 
** Significant at .01 level. 
Table 11. The means of major factors measuring faculty job satisfaction for 
five groups on the basis of primary responsibility 
Major factors Teaching Research Teaching Adminis- Teaching F statistic 
and tration and 
Research Administration 
Achievement 2.6190 2 .3333 2.6470 2.9464 2.5994 1.206 
Growth 2.8593 2 .7083 2.7877 2.8370 2.5963 1.054 
Interpers onal 
relations 2.3456 2 .7667 2.4937 2.5370 2.3333 1.055 
Policy and ad­
ministration 3.1431 3 .0625 3.0622 3.1667 2.9611 0.792 
Recognition 2.8634 2 . 6000 2.6930 2.6889 2.6567 1.005 
Responsibility 2.7785 2 .6125 2.6625 2.9750 2.5204 2.010 
Salary 3.0793 3 .7083 3.2887 3.2963 3.1177 1.114 
Supervision 3.0667 3 .0000 3.0328 2.9882 2.7899 0.939 
Work itself 2.5112 3 .1667 2.6491 2.7593 2.5489 1.723 
Working condi­
tions 2.3705 2 .2917 2.5387 2.5625 2.3657 1.059 
Overall job 
satisfaction 2.7241 3 .0000 2.8I63 3.1429 2.5122 1.469 
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resonsibility and the F statistic for each factor. 
An examination of Table 11 indicates no significant 
differences in the responses of each group regarding factors 
affecting their job satisfaction. Thus, the null hypothesis 
is not rejected. 
Hypothesis VII: 
There are no significant differences among faculty 
members of different academic ranks regarding the 
factors measuring their job satisfaction. 
A one way analysis of variance and the Scheffe' test 
were employed to measure the significance of four groups of 
faculty members with different academic ranks regarding the 
factors affecting their job satisfaction. Table 12 presents 
the mean of each group of academic rank and the F statistic 
for each major factor. An examination of Table 12 discloses 
the following: 
1. A significant statistical difference among the 
groups with different academic ranks is found in the recog­
nition factor. An F-value of 3-007 (p<0.032) is recorded. 
Group 3 (associate professors) has the lower mean and is 
thus more dissatisfied with recognition than other groups. 
2. A highly significant statistical difference among 
the groups is found in the salary factor. This factor has 
an F-value of 6.097 (p<"0.0006). The Scheffe method also 
reveals a significant difference (p = .05) in satisfaction 
with salary between Group 3 (associate professors) and 
Table 12. The means of major factors measuring faculty jobs satisfaction for 
four groups on the basis of academic ranks 
Major factors Instructors Assistant Associate Professors F statistic 
professors professors 
Achievement 2.6919 2.6374 2.3009 2.2857 2.264 
Growth 2.7455 2.7844 2.8000 2.6667 0.059 
Interpers onal 
relation 2.4704 2.3687 2.1515 2.3333 1.025 
Policy and adminis­
tration 3.1118 3.0878 2.6705 2.8750 2.110 
Recognition 2.8II5 2.7683 2.2727 2.6500 3.007' 
Responsibility 2.7139 2.7333 2.2591 2.4000 2.478 
Salary 3.3236 3.1453 2.3182 2.5000 6.097 
Supervision 2.9681 3.0682 2.4545 2.6677 2.042 
Work itself 2.6146 2.5918 2.3106 2.7500 0.925 
Working conditions 2.5354 2.3922 2.0455 2.3750 2.961 
Overall j ob 
satisfaction 2.8312 2.7353 2.5000 3.0015 2.151 
* Significant at .05 level. 
** Significant at .05 level. 
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Group 2 (assistant professors), and between Group 3 (associ­
ate professors) and Group 1 (instructors). Inspection of 
Table 12 shows that lowest level of satisfaction with 
the salary factor is reported by Group 3 (associate pro­
fessors ). 
3. A significant statistical difference among the 
groups is also found in working conditions. An P-value 
of 2.961 (p<^0.03) is recorded. Again, Group 3 (associate 
professors) has the lower mean and is thus more dissatisfac­
tion with working conditions than the other groups. 
Although the Scheffe' method does not substantiate 
the result of the one way analysis of variance on recogni­
tion and working conditions, the null hypothesis is rejected 
for recognition, salary, and working conditions but not 
for the rest of the major factors. 
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CHAPTER V. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The final chapter of this study includes (1) a summa­
rization of the findings in Chapter IV, (2) conclusions and 
implications, and (3) recommendations for further study. 
Summary 
The purposes of this study were to identify factors 
measuring job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of Thai fac­
ulty members at two selected universities in Thailand. The 
study drew ten major factors corresponding to job satisfac­
tion in the Herzberg Two-factor Theory to determine whether 
or not such selected factors are related to job satisfaction 
of Thai faculty members. 
The study sought answers to the following questions ; 
(1) Do the selected factors measure job satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction of Thai faculty members?; (2) What are the 
characteristics of the most satisfied and the least satis­
fied groups?; (3) Are Thai faculty members in significant 
agreement on the factors that measure their job satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction?; (4) Is the pattern of job attitudes 
of Thai faculty members similar to the pattern found in 
the Herzberg model?; (5) Do the ten factors selected from the 
Herzberg Two-factor Theory seem to be adaptable to the mea­
surement of satisfaction or dissatisfaction of teaching staff 
in higher education institutions in Thailand? 
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Questionnaires were sent to 300 faculty members of two 
selected universities in Thailand. A useable return of 186 
or 62.0% was obtained. 
The data obtained were analyzed to differentiate be­
tween the two groups of faculty members relative to the 
rating factors. All null hypotheses were tested using a 
t-test, an analysis of variance, and the Scheffe^ test. 
The findings of this study may be summarized as fol­
lows : 
1. The major sources of job satisfaction for Thai 
faculty members were policy and administration, and salary. 
The relevant sources of dissatisfaction were achievement, 
growth, interpersonal relations, recognition, responsibili­
ty, supervision, work itself, and working conditions. 
2. Among the major sources of job satisfaction, age, 
number of years employed, formal education level, and aca­
demic rank of faculty members were affected by salary. 
The findings disclosed that the 4l and over age groups were 
least satisfied with salary than other groups. Those who 
were in associate professor rank as well as those who have 
been employed for 11 years and over were the groups found 
to be least satisfied with salary. However, when formal 
education levels were considered, those with a doctoral 
degree were found more satisfied with salary factor compared 
with other groups of different formal education levels. 
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3. Among the major sources of job dissatisfaction, 
marital status and academic rank of faculty members were 
affected by working conditions and recognition. Married 
faculty members were more significantly dissatisfied with 
working conditions than the unmarried co-workers. Also, 
associate professors were found to be significantly more 
dissatisfied with working conditions and recognition than 
the other groups of faculty members with different academic 
ranks. 
4. Sex and the primary responsibility of faculty 
members were found to have no significant differences re­
garding the major factor measuring faculty job satisfaction. 
5. In comparison with the Herzberg Two-factor Theory, 
the motivator or intrinsic factors contributed more to 
dissatisfaction than satisfaction of faculty mebers. Con­
versely, it was found that two hygienes, salary, and policy 
and administration, acted as significant contributors to 
the satisfaction of faculty members in this study. However, 
since the values of rating factors fell in the neutral area, 
it may be appropriate to conclude that the meaning of neu­
trality in the measurement of satisfaction and dissatissat-
isfaction supported in part the Herzberg Two-factor theory. 
6. Because the job satisfaction of Thai faculty mem­
bers in this study was reflected by the presence of some 
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hygiene factors while job dissatisfaction was reflected by 
the absence of motivators, the ten factors selected from 
the Herzberg Two-factor Theory for use in the assessment 
instrument may not be adaptable to the measurement of sat­
isfaction or dissatisfaction of teaching staff in the two 
selected Thai universities. Some deviations from the two-
factor theory could be due to cultural and/or occupational 
differences between professor Herzberg's population and 
the population in this study. 
Conclusions and Implications 
The findings reported on the factors measuring faculty 
job satisfaction of this sample of faculty members are in 
partial support of the Herzberg Two-factor Theory. This 
study shows that all motivator factors are related to 
job dissatisfaction; while some of the hygiene factors do 
lead to job satisfaction. These "motivators" in Herzberg's 
words including advancement, recognition, responsibilty, 
achievement, and the work itself attained low value for 
Thai faculty members, showing a trend in the direction of 
job dissatisfaction. Two "hygiene" factors, policy and 
administration, and salary were low in Herzberg's model, 
but appeared high for Thai faculty members, disclosing a 
trend in the direction of job satisfaction. This study 
suggests that cultural background differences may have 
an impact on employees reaction to job satisfaction. On 
the other hand, the pattern of job attitudes for Thai faculty 
95 
members is not similar to that in the Herzberg job satisfac­
tion model. The results of this study tend to support the 
traditional pattern of job satisfaction. 
This study has a number of practical implications for 
the institutional administrators. If the educational insti­
tutions in Thailand have no instrument designed to measure 
faculty perceptions, the administrators may elect to use 
the same instrument to investigate the areas of job satis­
faction/dissatisfaction. However, some changes in the 
instrument may be made to meet the local needs. As for the 
administrators of the two selected institutions in this 
study, a follow-up study to determine whether faculty atti­
tudes change should be made at least annually in each 
institution. 
Since findings reveal that all motivator or intrinsic 
factors are strongly related to job dissatisfaction, con­
certed efforts should be made to improve job satisfaction 
in each of the motivator or intrinsic factors. Jobs should 
be enriched and emphasis should be placed on motivator or 
intrinsic areas to lead faculty toward self-actualization 
and satisfaction. Improvement in areas rated low would 
lead to improvement in education. If motivator or instrin-
sic factors could be improved to provide more flexibility 
and more adaptabilitty to changing conditions; if interper-
personal relations are improved so as to facilitate better 
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teaching; and if working conditions are improved, quality 
of education would most certainly have to increase along 
with faculty satisfaction. Further, it may be beneficial 
to the institution in terms of the selection and recruit­
ment process. An institution's ability to attract and 
retain able faculty members may well depend upon the degree 
of satisfaction the institution provides its faculty. The 
recruitment and selection function may be enhanced if a high 
level of job satisfaction is maintained. 
In summary, this study hopefully provided the means 
to perceive factors that measure Thai faculty members. It 
is recommended that each selected institution utilize 
the results from this study to improve the job satisfaction 
of each individual faculty member according to his or her 
indicated needs. In addition, the disclosing factors that 
affect faculty job satisfaction should be documented to 
assist with general and long-range plans for improvement. 
Limitations 
As stated in Chapter I, the conclusions of this study 
cannot be generalized to all faculty members across Thailand. 
The results are restricted to the two universities from 
which the sample was drawn. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 
Based on the results of this study, the following 
recommendations are made for further study of factors 
measuring Thai faculty job satisfaction: 
1. The present study might be replicated by using 
the critical incident method employed by Professor Herzberg 
as a parallel verification study for the structured question­
naire . 
2. The replication of the study on factors measuring 
Thai faculty job satisfaction with larger sample groups 
coverings all universities in the country is needed to 
substantiate the effects of both significant and non-sig­
nificant factors in the present study. The problem areas 
could be further investigated, the findings of which might 
possibly indicate what could be done to increase faculty 
job satisfaction in the institutions of higher learning 
in Thailand. 
3. Because the instrument is based heavily on the 
motivator and hygiene factors in the Herzberg Two-factor 
Theory, it is recommended that more attempts need to be 
made in developing a stamdardized research instrument to 
measure factors related to job satisfaction in Thailand. 
With the development of such an instrument, research of 
the cooperative type could be undertaken. These may be 
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some of the challenges and the needs which lie ahead for 
job satisfaction researchers. 
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College of Education 
Professional Sludies 
IOWA STATE 
LJNflV^ERSITY Telephone 515-294-4143 
July 30, 1979 
Dear Faculty Member: 
As a faculty member in the university, you have been randomly 
selected to participate in a study of faculty job satisfaction. 
The purpose of the questionnaire is to collect information for 
use in the research study which is in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements of my doctoral degree. 
Your responses to the enclosed questionnaire are a crucial 
part of the project. Its accuracy is entirely dependent 
upon your willingness to answer the questions. The form 
includes questions on your involvement in the organization, 
your opinion on a number of work environments and your 
background. 
Your answers will be held in the strictest confidence. This 
commitment is assured. I am interested only in the total 
distribution of the responses and in statistical relationships, 
and will under no circumstances report your responses on an 
individual basis. 
It is hoped that you will find the questionnaire interesting 
to answer, and that you will return it in the enclosed stamped, 
and self-addressed envelope by August 20. I will welcome any 
comments you might make, and will attempt to answer any 
questions you might choose to ask. Therefore, please feel 
free to write to me at the above address or contact one of 
our friends who is assisting me in this project at the 
following address: 
Dr. Suriyan Nontasak 
Department of Educational 
Administration 
Sri Nakarinwirot University 
Bangsan, Cholburi, Thailand 
Thank you for your help. 
Sincerely yours, 
Sophon Sudsawasd 
FACULTY JOB SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION SURVEY 
INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Respond to each item by checking the appropriate alter­
native or by entering the requested information. 
2. If you have difficulty in responding to any item, give 
your best estimation or appraisal. You may wish to clarify 
your response by commenting in the margin or on the back. 
3. It is very important that all items have a response. 
4. Your anonymity is insured. The identification number 
above is to insure that responses are obtained from all 
samples. It will be removed as soon as your response is 
verified. 
For each of the following questions, place a check mark 
by the best applicable answer. If there is the answer best 
applicable to you than other those provided, write it in the 
blocks provided after "other". 
1. Institution: Department: 
2 .  Your sex; 2 . 1  Male 2.2 Female 
3. Your marital status: 3-1 Married 3-2 Single 
4. Your age: years months 
5. Number of years employed: years months 
6. Highest level of education: 
6.1 Bachelor's degree 
6.2 Master's degree 
6.3 Doctoral degree 
6.4 Other (specify) 
7. Present professional rank; 
7.1 Instructor or lecturer 
7.2 Assistant Professor 
7.3 Associate Professor 
7.4 Professor 
7.5 Other (specify) 
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8. Your primary responsibility is; (MARK ONLY ONE) 
8.1 Teaching 
8.2 Research (e.g., research associate, institute 
research, etc.) 
8.3 Teaching and research 
8.4 Academic administration (e.g. department head, 
dean, etc.) 
8.5 Teaching and academic administration 
8.6 Other (specify) 
For each of the following items, circle the response 
which represents your level of job satisfaction or dissatisfac­
tion. 
Scale 
1 = Very dissatisfied (VD) 
2 = Slightly to moderately dissatified (MD) 
3 = Not sure of opinion (NS) or neutral 
4 = Slightly to moderately satisfied (MS) 
5 = Very satisfied (VS) 
9- The actual achievement of teaching objectives. 
10. The immediate results from your work. 
11. The actual adoption and use of practices which 
you recommended. 
12. Personal goal attainment. 
13' Students follow the practice and/or material 
being taught. 
14. Observing students' growth and success over a 
Period of time. 
15. The extent to which you are able objectively 
to evaluate your accomplishment. 
16. Opportunities for increased responsibility 
in education. 
17. Opportunities provided for growth in education 
compared with growth in other field. 
18. Participation in in-service education. 
19. Types and levels of in-service education. 
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2  3 ^ 5  
1 2  3 ^ 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  






20. Opportunities to grow professionally through 
formal education. 
1 2 3 4 5 
21. Opportunities to attend professional 
conference, workshops, etc. 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. Friendliness of your co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Cooperation from faculty in your department. 1 2 3 4 5 
24. Cooperation from faculty outside your 
department. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. Faculty-student relationships 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Professional relationships. 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Personal relationship on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 
28. Overall institutional relations including 
faculty, students, and staff. 
1 2 3 4 5 
29. Your involvement in making decisions 1 2 3 4 5 
30. The procedures used to select faculty for 
promotion to positions such as department 
chairman. 
1 2 3 4 5 
31. The extent to which administrative policies 
and procedures are made available to the 
faculty. 
1 2 3 4 5 
32. The administrative procedures used to carry 
out the educational program. 
1 2 3 4 5 
33. The extent to which administrative policies 
and procedures are actually followed. 
1 2 3 4 5 
34. The extent to which the policies meet faculty 
needs. 
1 2 3 4 5 
35. The educational philosophy which prevails in 
your institution. 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. Recognition of your accomplishments by co­
workers . 
1 2 3 4 5 
37. Recognition of your accomplishments by 
superiors. 
1 2 3 4 5 
38. Your recognition compared to that of your 
co-workers. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1^1 
39. The recognition you get from the administra- 12 3 4 5 
tion for your ideas. 
40. Publicity given to your work and activities. 12 3 4 5 
41. The authority you have to get the job done. 12 3^5 
42. The total amount of responsibility you have. 12 3 4 5 
43. Your responsibilities compared with those of 12 3 4 5 
your co-workers. 
44. Committee responsibilities. 12 3^5 
45. Responsibilities outside your major areas of 12 3^5 
interest. 
46. The method used to determine your salary. 12 3^5 
47. The range of salaries paid to instructors 12 3^5 
in your department. 
48. The top salary available to instructors com- 12 3^5 
pared to similar positions in other fields. 
49. Your salary compared to that of people with 12 3^5 
training in other professions. 
50. The amount of salary. 12 3^5 
51. The earning potential of the faculty compared 12 3^5 
to that of the administration. 
52. The level of understanding that your super- 12 3^5 
visors and you have of each other. 
5 3 • On-the-job supervision given by your 12 3 ^ 5  
supervisor. 
54. Competence of your supervisor to give 12 3 4 5 
leadership. 
5 5 . Personal encouragement given by your superior. 12 3 ^ 5  
56. The willingness of your superior to delegate 12 3 4 5 
authority. 
57. Authority delegated compared to duties 12 3^5 
delegated. 
58. Counsel and guidance given by your supervisors. 1 2345 
115 
|e|@|g|g!g| 
59. The initiation of innovations "by your 12 3^5 
supervisors. 
60. The fairness of your supervisors. 12 3^5 
61. The sensitivity of your superiors to your 12 3^5 
needs. 
62. The consistency of your supervisors. 12 3^5 
63. Specific on-the-job training offered by 12 3^5 
your superior. 
64. Work and association with college-age students.1 2 3^5 
65. The interesting and challenging aspects of 12 3^5 
teaching. 
66. The general type of work you do. 12 3^5 
67. Your level of enthusiasm about teaching. 12 3^5 
68. The number of classes or groups for which 12 3^5 
you are responsible. 
69. The number of hours you work each week. 12 3^5 
70. Your work schedule compared to that of 12 3^5 
similar positions in other fields. 
71. Your office facilities. 12 3^5 
72. The adequacy of instructional equipment. 12 3^5 
73. The number of course preparations required. 12 3^5 
74. Your work schedule compared to that of your 123^5 
co-workers. 
75. Consider all aspects of your job as an 12 3^5 
instructor and indicate your overall level 
of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 
Please add any specific comments you may have about your 
institution which are not covered above. Please return this 
completed form at your earliest convenience. Thank you. 
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vijjKfTijmTrinbiMf cici nrîî'jiimi 
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3. '.wiuiw unnjïïivivrûl'î 
n. uununj Uiunan 
<. Hinuo'vi 
"î, HJJItJM 
50. I -Jui rauivrtiul nfu n 'J n < ? 
51. nn r t iJi ou 1 vitim •otj I Hamua ^lamo-onciT?-! ruuTdi-ai 
mr ijjaiijr-juuluijmjt'itjijnn: 
n P! < 9 
52. I sfumiui «nlwfienuT T n n 9 
55. 
J. 
n n Ti 
54. Gnyw:nn:iuuuuh3a<u%jnLL%%ilunTruTHiT^nu n 'il ,'l < 9 
55. nniliinV-o'lT.uo^ùLaiiiiMMoulanjinnaiNrTijùrrii'i n •d n vj •=> 
56. ninun<l99fj%3joJ<nuù%3TlunnTnT n Î1 fi < 
57. 3^un'?lunnjma-uii?fi:jN]'iiivivni.l?iniJJ0ir.w'iii iSa 
I IJT-JU I :iiJDnij7i"'iiivn.<!v:uo\'i' 
n 3 R \ y 
58. niT^jniuu:uhuTn%n%]jwÙNFjJ%3nHum2^nu n 9 PI •3 
5». mjji jm'.iu 1 i'aviuijs'nuiiq'an n 'D Fl s' ? 
60. n 
•-' 
il >j ? 
61. nini^uliîa>JuiKfVdwj'j^Miîîi3fi'i'iim'j>îr.'iî'iiu-3vnu n '2 n •5 9 
62. rrnu I -ajjoflu i au^ iJ? lUj n : n s] 9 
63. nnrwlvi:jnirL'naijîiiu.n:î':;n<]'j-:-o:j!>jnLif,3'i n "1 n «J ? 
64. nnTioiJ<]mt:nnî?"-iaîTnmjtciïi n "J r, •J ? 
65. ri'}'iuuiJiu'lw?:;miu'.iTnD'j3>)mTiiuV. n "3 n < ? 
66. miyn.:-nul fitjin n 1 iT/ivnuiiwi n 3 m N 9 
67. 
a .-1 " ' ^ .; ' 
n-njjn Î rçisî &Î \i«iorn T >3nm winn'i) On ,nu n i p, ? 
66, ihuiui9n^ a0%%TO?hLiuùanMMnun2<niTfLwn%2b n !) n 9 
69. n ÏI n vj 9 
70, n 'd r. 0 ? 
/^iFiP uTiiriNinul u.miL^ iLr. 
71 , 1 ,,'LV: : :.nnVu.îV!'-: n 0 r J ? 
72, ''"111 I vli, < ,Y::: xi-j'jr, r. hi j a j\; n 'J •: ? 
73. iT!; '-m J n 'J p T 
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74. »nj')>jn?nnir/i''i>nuî!D-rrnuiSa nJfdiJiMuiiniJ n ï m \) i 
rJ 
nwnmiudu 1 
" . V I .. 
75.  tmrvnunnvin iNvin j jmfn • /nuvia 'vrKi jnv i i^mjM' i j j  n  ]  m < ? 
W'mali WT^lun-jYial^ ™njS?i'3m:-Jiulni™«i1n 
fialilmUugo^niwuuli anwfUl^MnuuuzuhMfaagunwt^wimulunr&uMMTUiwuTi 
V V I ^1 l ^ I 
pi'iniiiin>jfiuufr>3rijaijpisu'luvi;jfi lua<MmiîajunnuinuinbniiimNHa1ilu<nu3a4Miu 
^ Cl ^ I V j w ^ I ^ 
ïial m ilrmuiiuijaaijfnwivnul miau i luurstjl nunjmuinîaijvi j :Fici'j>i 
